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Behold, days are coming — says the Lord God - 
I will send a hunger to the land, not a hunger for bread 
nor a thirst for water, but to hear the words of the Lord. 


(AMOS 8:11) 


The Noé edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli 
with the commentary of Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
is dedicated to all those who open its cover 
to quench their thirst for Jewish knowledge, 
in our generation of Torah renaissance. 


This beautiful edition is for the young, the aged, 
the novice and the savant alike, 
as it unites the depth of Torah knowledge 
with the best of academic scholarship. 


Within its exquisite and vibrant pages, 
words become worlds. 


It will claim its place in the library of classics, 
in the bookcases of the Beit Midrash, 
the classrooms of our schools, 
and in the offices of professionals and business people 
who carve out precious time to grapple with its timeless wisdom. 


For the Student and the Scholar 


DEDICATED BY LEO AND SUE NOE 


Steinsaltz 
Center 


KOREN 
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Once upon a time, under pressure of censorship, 
printers would inscribe in the flyleaves 
of volumes of the Talmud: 


Whatever may be written herein about gentiles 
does not refer to the gentiles of today, 
but to gentiles of times past. 


Today, the flyleaves of our books bear a similar inscription, 
albeit an invisible one: 


Whatever may be written herein about Jews 
does not refer to the Jews of today, 
but to Jews who lived in other times. 


So we are able to sit down and study Torah, Talmud, 
books of ethics, or books of faith 


without considering their relevance to our lives. 


Whatever is written there 
does not apply to us or to our generation, 
but only to other people, other times. 


We must expunge from those invisible prologues 
the notion that the words are written about someone else, 
about others, about anyone but us. 


Whether the book is a volume of Torah, 
a tractate of the Talmud, or a tract of faith, 
the opposite must be inscribed: 


Whatever is written herein refers only to me; 
is written for me and obligates me. 


First and foremost, the content is addressed to me. 


— From a public address by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
as quoted in ow »n (Talks on Parashat HaShavua) 
Maggid Books, 2011 
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... These new commentaries — which include a new interpretation of the Talmud, a 
halakhic summary of the debated issues, and various other sections — are a truly out- 
standing work; they can be of great benefit not only to those familiar with talmudic 
study who seek to deepen their understanding, but also to those who are just begin- 
ning to learn, guiding them through the pathways of the Torah and teaching them 
how to delve into the sea of the Talmud. 


I would like to offer my blessing to this learned scholar. May the Holy One grant him 
success with these volumes and may he merit to write many more, to enhance the 
greatness of Torah, and bring glory to God and His word... 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, 7 Adar 5743 


I have seen one tractate from the Talmud to which the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xwSw has added nikkud (vowels) and illustrations to explain that which is 
unknown to many people; he has also added interpretations and innovations, and is 
evidently a talmid hakham. Talmidei hakhamim and yeshiva students ought to study 
these volumes, and synagogues and batei midrash would do well to purchase them, 
as they may find them useful. 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, Adar 5730 
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... I have just had the pleasant surprise of receiving tractate Shabbat (part one), which 

has been published by [Rabbi Steinsaltz] along with his explanations, etc. Happy 
is the man who sees good fruits from his labors. May he continue in this path and 
increase light, for in the matters of holiness there is always room to add — and we 
have been commanded to add — for they are linked to the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
Who is infinite. And may the Holy One grant him success to improve and enhance 
this work, since the greater good strengthens his hand... 


Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneerson 
The Lubavitcher Rebbe 
Brooklyn, 5 Marheshvan, 5729 
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The translation of the books of our past into the language of the present — this was 
the task of the sages of every generation. And in Israel, where the command to “teach 
them repeatedly to your children” applies to all parts of the nation, it was certainly 
the task of every era. This is true for every generation, and in our time — when many 
of those who have strayed far are once again drawing near — all the more so. For many 
today say, “Who will let us drink from the well” of Talmud, and few are those who 
offer up the waters to drink. 


We must, therefore, particularly commend the blessed endeavor of Rabbi Adin Stein- 
saltz to explain the chapters of the Talmud in this extensive yet succinct commentary, 
which, in addition to its literal interpretation of the text, also explicates the latter’s 
underlying logic and translates it into the language of our generation. 


It appears that all those who seek to study Talmud - the diligent student and the 
learned adult — will have no difficulty understanding when using this commentary. 
Moreover, we may hope that the logical explanation will reveal to them the beauty 
of the talmudic page, and they will be drawn deeper and deeper into the intellectual 
pursuit which has engaged the best Jewish minds, and which serves as the corner- 
stone of our very lives... 


Rabbi Moshe Zvi Neria 
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The Talmud in Eruvin 21b states: “Rava continued to interpret verses homiletically. What is 
the meaning of the verse: ‘And besides being wise, Kohelet also taught the people knowledge; 
and he weighed, and sought out, and set in order many proverbs’? (Ecclesiastes 12:9). He 
explains: He taught the people knowledge; he taught it with the accentuation marks in the 
Torah, and explained each matter by means of another matter similar to it. And he weighed 
[izen], and sought out, and set in order many proverbs; Ulla said that Rabbi Eliezer said: At 
first the Torah was like a basket without handles [oznayim] until Solomon came and made 
handles for it.” And as Rashi there explains: “And thus were Israel able to grasp the mitzvot 
and distance themselves from transgressions — just as a vessel with handles is easily held, etc.’ 


Such things may be said of this beloved and eminent man, a great sage of Torah and of virtue. 
And far more than he has done with the Oral Torah, he does with the Written Torah — teaching 
the people knowledge. And beyond that, he also affixes handles to the Torah, i.e., to the Talmud, 
which is obscure and difficult for many. Only the intellectual elite, which are a precious few, 
and those who study in yeshiva, can today learn the Talmud and understand what it says — and 
even though we have Rashi, still not everyone uses him. But now the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xvw has come and affixed handles to the Torah, allowing the Talmud to be held 
and studied, even by simple men. And he has composed a commentary alongside the text, a 
fine commentary in clear, comprehensible language, “a word fitly spoken” with explanations 
and illustrations, so that all those who seek to study the work of God can do so. 


Rabbi Mordechai Eliyahu 
Former Chief Rabbi of Israel, 7 Tishrei, 5754 
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Message from Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 


The Talmud is the cornerstone of Jewish culture. True, our culture originated in the 
Bible and has branched out in directions besides the Talmud, yet the latter’s influ- 
ence on Jewish culture is fundamental. Perhaps because it was composed not by a 
single individual, but rather by hundreds and thousands of Sages in batei midrash in 
an ongoing, millennium-long process, the Talmud expresses not only the deepest 
themes and values of the Jewish people, but also of the Jewish spirit. As the basic 
study text for young and old, laymen and learned, the Talmud may be said to embody 
the historical trajectory of the Jewish soul. It is, therefore, best studied interactively, 
its subject matter coming together with the student’s questions, perplexities, and in- 
novations to form a single intricate weave. In the entire scope of Jewish culture, there 
is not one area that does not draw from or converse with the Talmud. The study of 
Talmud is thus the gate through which a Jew enters his life’s path. 


The Koren Talmud Barli seeks to render the Talmud accessible to the millions of Jews 
whose mother tongue is English, allowing them to study it, approach it, and perhaps 
even become one with it. 


This project has been carried out and assisted by several people, all of whom have 
worked tirelessly to turn this vision into an actual set of books to be studied. It is a 
joyful duty to thank the many partners in this enterprise for their various contribu- 
tions. Thanks to Koren Publishers Jerusalem, both for the publication of this set and 
for the design ofits very complex graphic layout. Thanks ofa different sort are owed 
to the Steinsaltz Center and its director, Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel, for their de- 
termination and persistence in setting this goal and reaching it. Many thanks to the 
translators, editors, and proofreaders for their hard and meticulous work. Thanks 
to the individuals and organizations that supported this project, chief among them 
the Matanel Foundation and the Noé family of London. And thanks in advance to 
all those who will invest their time, hearts, and minds in studying these volumes — to 
learn, to teach, and to practice. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Jerusalem 5772 
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We are indeed privileged to dedicate this edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli in honor 
of the generous support of Leo and Sue Noé of London. 


The name Noé is synonymous with philanthropy. The family’s charitable endeavors 
span a vast range of educational projects, welfare institutions, and outreach orga- 
nizations across the globe, with a particular emphasis on the “nurturing of each 
individual.” Among so many other charitable activities, the Noés have been deeply 
involved with Kisharon, which provides the British Jewish community with vital sup- 
port for hundreds of people with learning difficulties and their families; they provide 
steadfast support of SEED, which stands at the forefront of adult Jewish education in 
the UK, and Kemach, an organization in Israel that “helps Haredi students sustain 
themselves in dignity,” providing both professional and vocational training for the 
Haredi community in Israel. 


The Noés are not simply donors to institutions. They are partners. Donors think of a 
sum. Partners think of a cause, becoming rigorously and keenly involved, and giving 
of their time and energy. We are honored that they have chosen to partner with our 
two organizations, the Steinsaltz Center and Koren Publishers Jerusalem, enabling 
us to further and deepen learning among all Jews. 


Leo and Sue are the proud parents and grandparents of five children and their 
families. The next generation has been taught by example that with life’s gifts come 
the responsibilities to be active within and contribute to society — both Jewish and 
non-Jewish — as is consistent with the noblest of Jewish values. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction by the Editor-in-Chief 


The vastly expanded audience of Talmud study in our generation is a phenomenon 
of historical proportions. The reasons for this phenomenon are many, and include 
the availability of a wide array of translations, commentaries, and study aids. 


One outstanding example of such a work is the translation of the Talmud into mod- 
ern Hebrew by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz. The product of a lifetime of intense 
intellectual labor, this translation stands out in its uniqueness. 


But what can the interested student do if he or she does not comprehend the Hebrew, 
even in its modern form? Where is the English speaker who wishes to access this 
instructive material to turn? 


The Koren Talmud Bavli that you hold in your hand is designed to be the answer to 
those questions. 


This work is the joint effort of Rabbi Steinsaltz himself, his closest advisory staff, and 
Koren Publishers Jerusalem. It is my privilege to have been designated editor-in-chief 
of this important project, and to have worked in close collaboration with a team of 
translators and proofreaders, artists and graphic designers, scholars and editors. 


Together we are presenting to the English-speaking world a translation that has all 
the merits of the original Hebrew work by Rabbi Steinsaltz, and provides assistance 
for the beginner of any age who seeks to obtain the necessary skills to become an 
adept talmudist. 


This is the sixth volume of the project, tractate Pesahim, part 1. It includes the entire 
original text, in the traditional configuration and pagination of the famed Vilna 
edition of the Talmud. This enables the student to follow the core text with the 
commentaries of Rashi, Tosafot, and the customary marginalia. It also provides a 
clear English translation in contemporary idiom, faithfully based upon the modern 
Hebrew edition. 


At least equal to the linguistic virtues of this edition are the qualities of its graphic 
design. Rather than intimidate students by confronting them with a page-size block 
of text, we have divided the page into smaller thematic units. Thus, readers can focus 
their attention and absorb each discrete discussion before proceeding to the next 
unit. The design of each page allows for sufficient white space to ease the visual task 
of reading. The illustrations, one of the most innovative features of the Hebrew edi- 
tion, have been substantially enhanced and reproduced in color. 


The end result is a literary and artistic masterpiece. This has been achieved through 
the dedicated work of a large team of translators, headed by Rabbi Joshua Schreier, 
and through the unparalleled creative efforts of Raphaél Freeman and his gifted staff. 


INTRODUCTION BY THE EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB 


xvii 


xviii 
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The group of individuals who surround Rabbi Steinsaltz and support his work 
deserve our thanks as well. I have come to appreciate their energy, initiative, and 
persistence. And I thank the indefatigable Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel, whom I 
cannot praise highly enough. The quality of his guidance and good counsel is sur- 
passed only by his commitment to the dissemination and perpetuation of his father’s 
precious teachings. 

Finally, in humility, awe, and great respect, I acknowledge Rabbi Adin Even-Israel 
Steinsaltz. I thank him for the inspirational opportunity he has granted me to work 
with one of the outstanding sages of our time. 


Rabbi Tzvi Hersh Weinreb 
Jerusalem 5772 
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Preface by the Executive Editor 


Toward the beginning of tractate Pesahim (3a), the Gemara questions the mishna’s 
use of the term or rather than the standard term leil when referring to the evening of 
the fourteenth of Nisan. The Gemara introduces a discussion of the value of euphe- 
mism and refraining from the use of crude language. It concludes that despite the 
importance of euphemism, if the euphemism comes at the expense of clarity and 
requires a less succinct formulation, it is preferable to speak concisely. Only when 
the choice is between equally concise phrases is the euphemism preferred. 


In his peirush, Rav Steinsaltz’s language is both concise and aesthetic. While ex- 
plaining often difficult passages, he avoids the temptation to over-explain, inviting 
the reader to study the Talmud with him rather than doing all the thinking in the 
reader's place. We have attempted to follow his path in translating and editing the 
Koren Talmud Bavli. 


My involvement in the production of the Koren Talmud Bavli has been both a privi- 
lege and a pleasure. The Steinsaltz Center, headed by Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel 
and devoted to the dissemination of the wide-ranging, monumental works of Rabbi 
Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz, constitutes the Steinsaltz side of this partnership; Koren 
Publishers Jerusalem, headed by Matthew Miller, with the day-to-day management 
in the able hands of Raphaél Freeman, constitutes the publishing side of this partner- 
ship. In addition, I would like to note the invaluable contribution of Dena Landowne 
Bailey, who is responsible for laying out the Koren Talmud Bavli. The combination 
of the inspiration, which is the hallmark of the Steinsaltz Center, with the creativ- 
ity and professionalism for which Koren is renowned and which I experience on a 
daily basis, has lent the Koren Talmud Bavli its outstanding quality in terms of both 
content and form. 


I would like to express my appreciation for Rabbi Dr. Tzvi Hersh Weinreb, the 
editor-in-chief, whose insight and guidance have been invaluable. The contribution 
of my friend and colleague, Rabbi Dr. Shalom Z. Berger, the senior content editor, 
cannot be overstated; his title does not begin to convey the excellent direction he has 
provided in all aspects of this project. In addition, I would like to thank Rabbi Jason 
Rappoport, managing editor; Rabbi Joshua Amaru, coordinating editor, and Rabbi 
Avishai Magence, content curator, whose tireless devotion to this project has been 
and continues to be crucial to the continued success of this project. The erudite and 
articulate men and women who serve as translators, editors and copy editors have 
ensured that this project adheres to the highest standards. 


There are several others whose contributions to this project cannot be overlooked. 
On the Steinsaltz side: Meir HaNegbi, Yacov Elbert, and Tsipora Ifrah. On the Koren 
side: Rabbi David Fuchs, Rabbi Hanan Benayahu, Efrat Gross, Rachel Hanstater 
Meghnagi, Rabbi Eliahu Misgav, and Rabbi Yinon Chen. Their assistance in all mat- 
ters, large and small, is appreciated. 
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XX PREFACE BY THE EXECUTIVE EDITOR 


At the risk of being repetitious, I would like to thank Rabbi Dr. Berger for introduc- 
ing me to the world of Steinsaltz. Finally, I would like to thank Rabbi Menachem 


Even-Israel, with whom it continues to be a pleasure to move forward in this great 
enterprise. 


Rabbi Joshua Schreier 
Jerusalem 5772 
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Introduction by the Publisher 


The Talmud has sustained and inspired Jews for thousands of years. Throughout Jewish history, 
an elite cadre of scholars has absorbed its learning and passed it on to succeeding generations. 
The Talmud has been the fundamental text of our people. 


Beginning in the 1960s, Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz xvw created a revolution in the 
history of Talmud study. His translation of the Talmud, first into modern Hebrew and then 
into other languages, as well the practical learning aids he added to the text, have enabled 
millions of people around the world to access and master the complexity and context of the 
world of Talmud. 


It is thus a privilege to present the Koren Talmud Bavli, an English translation of the talmudic 
text with the brilliant elucidation of Rabbi Steinsaltz. The depth and breadth of his knowledge 
are unique in our time. His rootedness in the tradition and his reach into the world beyond 
it are inspirational. 


Working with Rabbi Steinsaltz on this remarkable project has been not only an honor, but a 
great pleasure. Never shy to express an opinion, with wisdom and humor, Rabbi Steinsaltz 
sparkles in conversation, demonstrating his knowledge (both sacred and worldly), sharing his 
wide-ranging interests, and, above all, radiating his passion. I am grateful for the unique op- 
portunity to work closely with him, and I wish him many more years of writing and teaching. 


Our intentions in publishing this new edition of the Talmud are threefold. First, we seek to 
fully clarify the talmudic page to the reader — textually, intellectually, and graphically. Second, 
we seek to utilize today’s most sophisticated technologies, both in print and electronic formats, 
to provide the reader with a comprehensive set of study tools. And third, we seek to help read- 
ers advance in their process of Talmud study. 


To achieve these goals, the Koren Talmud Bavli is unique in a number of ways: 


e The classic tzurat hadaf of Vilna, used by scholars since the 1800s, has been reset for great 
clarity, and opens from the Hebrew “front” of the book. Full nikkud has been added to 
both the talmudic text and Rashi’s commentary, allowing for a more fluent reading with 
the correct pronunciation; the commentaries of Tosafot have been punctuated. Upon the 
advice of many English-speaking teachers of Talmud, we have separated these core pages 
from the translation, thereby enabling the advanced student to approach the text without 
the distraction of the translation. This also reduces the number of volumes in the set. At 
the bottom of each daf, there is a reference to the corresponding English pages. In addition, 
the Vilna edition was read against other manuscripts and older print editions, so that texts 
which had been removed by non-Jewish censors have been restored to their rightful place. 


The English translation, which starts on the English “front” of the book, reproduces the 
menukad Talmud text alongside the English translation (in bold) and commentary and ex- 
planation (in a lighter font). The Hebrew and Aramaic text is presented in logical paragraphs. 
This allows for a fluent reading of the text for the non-Hebrew or non-Aramaic reader. It 
also allows for the Hebrew reader to refer easily to the text alongside. Where the original 
text features dialogue or poetry, the English text is laid out in a manner appropriate to the 


genre. Each page refers to the relevant daf. 
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e Critical contextual tools surround the text and translation: personality notes, 
providing short biographies of the Sages; language notes, explaining foreign 
terms borrowed from Greek, Latin, Persian, or Arabic; and background notes, 
giving information essential to the understanding of the text, including history, 
geography, botany, archaeology, zoology, astronomy, and aspects of daily life in 
the talmudic era. 


e Halakhic summaries provide references to the authoritative legal decisions made 
over the centuries by the rabbis. They explain the reasons behind each halakhic 
decision as well as the ruling’s close connection to the Talmud and its various 
interpreters. 


e Photographs, drawings, and other illustrations have been added throughout the 
text — in full color in the Noé and Electronic editions, and in black and white in 
the Daf Yomi edition — to visually elucidate the text. 


This is not an exhaustive list of features of this edition, it merely presents an overview 
for the English-speaking reader who may not be familiar with the “total approach” to 
Talmud pioneered by Rabbi Steinsaltz. 


Several professionals have helped bring this vast collaborative project to fruition. My 
many colleagues are noted on the Acknowledgments page, and the leadership of this 
project has been exceptional. 


RABBI MENACHEM EVEN-ISRAEL, DIRECTOR OF THE STEINSALTZ CENTER, 
was the driving force behind this enterprise. With enthusiasm and energy, he formed 
the happy alliance with Koren and established close relationships among all involved 
in the work. 


RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB XW, EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, brought to this 
project his profound knowledge of Torah, intellectual literacy of Talmud, and erudi- 
tion of Western literature. It is to him that the text owes its very high standard, both 
in form and content, and the logical manner in which the beauty of the Talmud is 
presented. 


RABBI JOSHUA SCHREIER, EXECUTIVE EDITOR, assembled an outstanding group 
of scholars, translators, editors, and proofreaders, whose standards and discipline 
enabled this project to proceed in a timely and highly professional manner. 


RABBI MEIR HANEGBI, EDITOR OF THE HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ 
TALMUD, lent his invaluable assistance throughout the work process, supervising the 
reproduction of the Vilna pages. 


RAPHAEL FREEMAN, EXECUTIVE EDITOR OF KOREN, created this Talmud’s 
unique typographic design which, true to the Koren approach, is both elegant and 
user friendly. 


It has been an enriching experience for all of us at Koren Publishers Jerusalem to 
work with the Steinsaltz Center to develop and produce the Koren Talmud Bavli. We 
pray that this publication will be a source of great learning and, ultimately, greater 
avodat Hashem for all Jews. 


Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Koren Publishers Jerusalem 
Jerusalem 5772 
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Introduction to Pesahim 


And this day shall be to you for a memorial, and you shall keep it as a feast to the 
Lord; throughout your generations you shall keep it as a feast by an ordinance for- 
ever. Seven days shall you eat matzot, yet on the first day you shall remove leaven 
from your houses; for whoever eats leavened bread from the first day until the 
seventh day, that soul shall be cut off from Israel. And on the first day there shall be 
a sacred convocation, and on the seventh day there shall be a sacred convocation to 
you; no kind of labor shall be done on them, save that which every man must eat, 
that only may be done for you. 


(Exodus 12:14-16) 


Matzot shall be eaten seven days; and no leavened bread shall be seen with you, 
neither shall there be leaven seen with you, in all your borders. 


(Exodus 13:7) 


Your lamb shall be without blemish, a male of the first year; you shall take it from 
the sheep, or from the goats. And you shall keep it until the fourteenth day of the 
same month, and the whole assembly of the congregation of Israel shall slaughter 
it in the afternoon... And they shall eat the meat on that night, roast with fire, and 
matzot; with bitter herbs they shall eat it. Eat it not raw, nor boiled in water; but 
roast it with fire, its head with its legs and with its inner parts. 


(Exodus 12:5-6, 8-9) 


Observe the month of aviv, and keep the Passover to the Lord your God; for in the 
month of aviv the Lord your God brought you out of Egypt by night. You shall 
therefore sacrifice the Paschal offering to the Lord your God, of the flock and the 
herd, in the place that the Lord shall choose to rest His name there. You shall eat 
no leavened bread with it; seven days shall you eat matzot with it, the bread of af- 
fliction; for you came out of the land of Egypt in haste, that you may remember the 
day when you came out of the land of Egypt all the days of yout life. 


(Deuteronomy 16:1-3) 


Speak to the people of Israel, saying: If any man of you or of your posterity shall 
be unclean due to a dead body, or is on a journey far away, he shall still keep the 
Passover to the Lord. The fourteenth day of the second month at evening they shall 
keep it, and eat it with matzot and bitter herbs. They shall leave none of it to the 
morning, nor break any bone of it; according to all the ordinances of the Passover 
they shall keep it. But the man who is clean, and is not on a journey, and refrains 
from keeping the Passover, that same soul shall be cut off from among his people; 
because he brought not the offering of the Lord in its appointed season, that man 
shall bear his sin. 


(Numbers 9:10-13) 


The Torah actually describes two distinct Festivals collectively referred to as Passover, 
although they are often thought of as a single holiday. First is the festival of Pesah, referring 
specifically to the Festival surrounding the Paschal lamb, which is offered on the afternoon 
of the fourteenth day of Nisan and consumed later that night. This parallels the events im- 
mediately preceding the exodus from Egypt. Distinct from this is the festival of Matzot, the 
weeklong Festival beginning on the fifteenth of Nisan and characterized by the prohibitions 
against consuming or possessing leaven throughout the week, and the obligation to eat matza 
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on the first night. This commemorates the actual exodus. There is a confluence of 
these two Festivals on the evening of the fifteenth, when the Paschal lamb is eaten 
and the festival of Passover begins. 


Tractate Pesahim, which deals with both Festivals, is classically divided into two 
sections. The first, tractate Pesah Rishon, discusses the laws of the festival of Matzot, 
including the prohibition of leaven, its elimination from one’s possession, and the 
mitzva to consume matza. The second, tractate Pesah Sheni, deals with the festival 
of Pesah and the laws of the Paschal lamb. Some suggest that it is for this reason that 
the tractate as a whole is entitled Pesahim, the plural of Pesah, since it includes within 
it these two tractates of Pesah. 


The tractate also deals with two Pesahim in a different sense. Ideally, the Paschal lamb 
is to be offered on the fourteenth of Nisan and consumed later that night. However, 
those who are unable to do so have a second opportunity a month later, on the four- 
teenth of Iyyar and later that night. The first opportunity is called Pesah Rishon, the 
first Passover, and the second is called Pesah Sheni, the second Passover. 


As stated, the festival of Matzot is characterized by the prohibition against eating or 
possessing leaven. Remarkably, the reason for this prohibition is neither explained 
by the Torah nor discussed in the Gemara. It is instructive, however, that a similar 
prohibition of leaven also applies to the sacrificial rite; namely, that no leaven may 
be offered on the altar. Instead, all grain-based offerings are unleavened. This may 
indicate that the exclusive consumption of unleavened produce achieves elements 
of purity and sanctity. 


The Torah states the prohibitions concerning leaven only in general terms but never 
defines precisely what is intended: Which types of food can become leavened, what is 
the precise definition of being leavened, and does the prohibition apply to items that 
will not be eaten? Similarly, the prohibition against possessing leaven necessitates that 
it be removed from one’s home. However, the many practical implications of this are 
not explained by the Torah. When and how should the leaven be removed from one’s 
possession? Obviously, throughout the year leaven is constantly found in the home. 
Which areas of the home need to be checked? In what manner and to what extent? 
The prohibition against leaven includes both eating it and deriving benefit from it. 
What is included in this prohibition? This question itself raises more general issues 
regarding other prohibited foods and items from which one is not allowed to gain 
benefit. All these topics are discussed in the first section of the tractate, Pesah Rishon. 


The second section of the tractate, Pesah Sheni, provides a detailed discussion of all 
aspects of the rite of the Paschal lamb and the Temple service surrounding it. This 
section closely resembles tractates within the order of Kodashim, which deals with 
the sacrificial rite. The style of the Gemara’s analysis of the sacrificial rite differs 
significantly from that employed by the Gemara in other areas. Heavy emphasis is 
placed on hermeneutics, and references to halakhot given to Moses at Sinai are more 
prominent. Principles derived in one area of the Temple service are not always im- 
mediately applied to another, as each aspect of the service maintains an independent 
identity. 


Owing to the great sanctity of the offerings, there is a plethora of rules that apply 
to every stage of their rites. Significantly, and unlike most other mitzvot, emphasis 
is placed not only on the correct physical performance of the rite but also on the 
intentions of those involved. Improper intent can even, at times, entirely disqualify 


an offering. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


The Paschal lamb is, in one regard, just one of the many different offerings sacrificed 
in the Temple. As such, all the halakhot that apply to regular offerings apply to a 
Paschal lamb. For example, the sacrifice of all offerings comprises four sacrificial rites, 
all indispensable: The animal is slaughtered, its blood is collected in a holy vessel, it 
is carried to the altar, and then the blood is sprinkled upon the altar. Each of these 
rites must be performed correctly, and failure to do so can disqualify the offering. In 
addition, the many types of offerings are grouped into different subcategories, each 
with its own halakhot. The Paschal lamb is included within various subcategories, 
which provide a second level of halakhot that must be followed. 


However, there are many halakhot that are unique to the Paschal lamb. For most of- 
ferings, the consumption of its meat, whether by the priests or by those bringing the 
offering, is of minor importance. Even ifan offering might never be consumed, it may 
still be permissible to bring it. Not so for the Paschal lamb. The consumption of its 
meat by those bringing it is one of its central purposes, and a Paschal lamb that will 
not be eaten may not be brought at all. There are therefore numerous laws pertain- 
ing to its preparation and consumption. This includes the way it is roasted, the need 
for those who wish to partake of it to be registered into a group beforehand, and the 
manner in which it is eaten. 


The Paschal lambs that were offered by the children of Israel in Egypt provide a 
paradigm for the Paschal lambs that are to be offered each year throughout the gen- 
erations. Accordingly, many of the laws of the Paschal lamb parallel those that were 
given to the children of Israel in Egypt. In this way the Paschal lamb is able to serve 
as a remembrance of the exodus from Egypt throughout the generations. 


The tractate is structured chronologically, beginning with the required preparations 
before the Festival begins, including the elimination of leaven from one’s posses- 
sion. It then proceeds to discuss the offering of the Paschal lamb on the fourteenth 
of Nisan, and concludes with the details of the Seder night on the fifteenth. In the 
first few chapters of the tractate, incidental to the discussion of the elimination of 
leaven from one’s possession, it provides a more general discussion of the nature of 
the prohibitions pertaining to leavened bread. 


Tractate Pesah Rishon, which forms the first section of the tractate, is comprised of 
the first four chapters: 


Chapter One deals primarily with the search for leaven and its elimination. 


Chapter Two discusses the prohibitions against eating and deriving benefit from 
leaven, when they begin, and their nature. The chapter proceeds to discuss some of 
the laws pertaining to the mitzvot of matzot and bitter herbs. 


Chapter Three further delineates the prohibition against leaven, including a precise 
discussion of the point at which a dough is considered to be leavened. 


Chapter Four clarifies the rabbinic prohibition of performing labor on Passover eve, 
created in order to facilitate the necessary preparations for the Festival. 


Chapter Five, the last chapter in this volume, is the first of the chapters that comprise 
Tractate Pesah Sheni. The time and the manner in which the Paschal lamb is offered 
are discussed in Chapter Five. 
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Seven days shall you eat matzot, yet on the first day 
you shall remove leaven from your houses; for whoever 
eats leavened bread from the first day until the seventh 
day, that soul shall be cut off from Israel. 


(Exodus 12:15) 


Seven days shall there be no leaven found in your 
houses; for whoever eats that which is leavened, that 
soul shall be cut off from the congregation of Israel, 
whether he is a stranger, or born in the land. 


(Exodus 12:19) 


Matzot shall be eaten seven days; and no leavened 
bread shall be seen with you, neither shall there be 
leaven seen with you, in all your borders. 


(Exodus 13:7) 


The Torah prohibits the possession of any leaven or leavened bread throughout the 
week of Passover, mandating its removal beforehand. However, the correct way to 
practically fulfill these obligations is left undefined. At what point before the Festival 
is a person obligated to remove leaven from his or her possession? How should this 
be done? 


Furthermore, what is the legal definition of leaven being in one’s possession? The 
Torah formulates the prohibition by stating that leaven or leavened bread should 
not be found in one’s house or quarters. This raises the question of leaven that is 
physically found in one’s property but is owned by a gentile: Does such leaven have 
to be removed? Similarly, what should be done with the leaven in order for it to be 
considered removed from one’s possession? Is it necessary to physically remove or 
destroy it, or is it sufficient to renounce ownership or nullify it? Many of these ques- 
tions are addressed in the first chapter of tractate Pesahim. 


Although the Torah requires only that the leaven be removed from one’s possession, 
the Sages enacted that a search be conducted and that all leaven be identified, in order 
to ensure its removal before the onset of the Festival. What method should be used? 
When should the search ideally be conducted, and is it valid if conducted at other 
times? Who is obligated to perform the search, especially in cases where more than 
one person is responsible for a property? A full discussion of these issues provides 
a major focus of this chapter. 


Introduction to 
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MI S HN A On the evening [or] of the fourteenth" of 


the month of Nisan, one searches for leav- 
ened bread" in his home by candlelight. Any place into which 
one does not typically take leavened bread does not require a 
search, as it is unlikely that there is any leavened bread there. And 
with regard to what the Sages of previous generations meant when 
they said that one must search two rows of wine barrels in a cellar, 
i.e. a place into which one typically takes some leavened bread, 
the early tanna’im are in dispute. Beit Shammai say that this is 
referring to searching the first two rows across the entire cellar, 
and Beit Hillel say: There is no need to search that extensively, as 
it is sufficient to search the two external rows, which are the upper 
ones. This dispute will be explained and illustrated in the Gemara. 


G E M ARA ™ Gemara asks: What is the meaning of 


the term or, translated as: The evening of? 
The Gemara provides two answers. Rav Huna said: It means light, 
and Rav Yehuda said: In this context, it means evening. At first 
glance, it could enter your mind to suggest that the one who said 
light means that one searches for leaven by the actual light of day, 
on the morning of the fourteenth of Nisan, and the one who said 
evening is referring to the actual evening of the fourteenth. 


To clarify the meaning of the word or, the Gemara analyzes biblical 
verses and rabbinic statements. The Gemara raises an objection 
from a verse: “As soon as the morning was or, the men were sent 
away, they and their donkeys” (Genesis 44:3). Apparently, or is 
day. The Gemara rejects this contention. Is it written: The light 
was morning? “The morning was light” is written. In this context, 
or is a verb not a noun, as the one who said: The morning light- 
ened. And this is in accordance with that which Rav Yehuda said 
that Rav said, as Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: A person should 
always enter an unfamiliar city with “it is good” (Genesis 1:4)," 
i.e., before sunset, while it is light, as the Torah uses the expression 


“it is good” with regard to light upon its creation. This goodness is 


manifest in the sense of security one feels when it is light. And 
likewise, when one leaves a city he should leave with “it is good,” 
meaning after sunrise the next morning. 


The Gemara raises an objection from another verse: “And as the 
light [or] of the morning, when the sun rises, a morning without 
clouds; when through clear shining after rain the tender grass 
springs out of the earth” (11 Samuel 23:4). Apparently, or is day. 
The Gemara rejects this proof as well: Is it written that the light 
was morning? “As the light of the morning” is written, and this 
is what the verse is saying: And as brightly as the morning light 
of this world shines at its peak, so will be the rising of the sun for 
the righteous" in the World-to-Come, as in those days the light 
of the sun will be seven times stronger than at present (see Isaiah 
30:26). 


The Gemara raises an objection: “And God called the or Day, and 
the darkness He called Night” (Genesis 1:5). Apparently, or is day. 
The Gemara rejects this proof as well." This is what the verse is 
saying: God called the advancing light Day. As stated previously, 
the word or can also be a verb; in this context, God called the begin- 
ning of that which eventually brightens, Day. The Gemara chal- 
lenges this explanation: However, if that is so, the continuation of 
the verse, “and the darkness He called Night,’ should be under- 
stood to mean: He called the advancing darkness Night, even 
before it is actually dark. However, this cannot be the correct in- 
terpretation of the verse, as we maintain it is day until the emer- 
gence of the stars. Since the stars emerge only after the sky begins 
to darken, the advancing evening cannot be defined as part of 
the night. 


NOTES 


On the evening [or] of the fourteenth — TYIN Six 
awy: As the Gemara will explain, the word or, which 
iterally means light, is in this context a euphemism for 
darkness or night. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi did not want to 
start the tractate with a word with negative connotations 
Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). 


A person should always enter with “it is good” — Diy 
Sip 23 DIK DID: Some commentaries infer from the fact 
hat Rav first spoke about a person who enters a place 
and only afterward mentioned one who leaves, that he 
is referring to a traveler who stops there en route to his 
final destination. Such a traveler needs to take extra care to 
enter and leave this unfamiliar place safely (see Meiri). To- 
safot claim that one cannot draw any conclusions from the 
order in which the cases are cited, and that the Gemara is 
referring to any manner of travel. This issue may depend 
on the rationale for leaving and entering by daylight, a 
matter of dispute between the later authorities. Some 
say one must enter when it is light due to fear of thieves 
and wild animals, and others claim that this is due to fear 
of demons. Yet others suggest the concern is that as the 
cover of darkness is conducive to illicit conduct, people 
will suspect the traveler of performing immoral acts, and 
people will spread rumors of this kind about him. 


The rising of the sun for the righteous - waw not 
ops: Some commentaries explain that this is referring 
he fact that in the morning the sunlight becomes pro- 
gressively brighter, but once it reaches its peak the light 
des throughout the rest of the day. In other words, the 
verse is interpreted as saying that the sun for the righteous 
in the future will always be like sunrise in this world, with 
he light growing continuously stronger (Tosefot Rid). 


jo) 


o 


The order of the proofs - ninsi 119: The internal order 
of this discussion is difficult. Why doesn't the Gemara cite 
first the verse from the beginning of the Torah, “And God 
called or Day,’ especially as this verse provides a stronger 
proof than the verses cited earlier in the Gemara. Appar- 
ently, the Gemara first mentions the verse with regard 
to Joseph's brothers because it will later derive halakhot 
of searching for leaven from that verse. The next verse is 
cited due to its similarity to the first one, after which the 
Gemara proceeds to cite the verses in the order in which 
they appear in the Bible (Penei Yehoshua). 


HALAKHA 

The search for leavened bread - yan na: One search- 
es for leaven by candlelight at the beginning of the night 
of the fourteenth of the month of Nisan, just as the stars 
emerge, when a small amount of daylight remains (see 
Vilna Gaon). One must search in all holes, crevices, and 
places where he ordinarily takes leavened bread (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 431.1). 
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NOTES 


Commanded it to perform the mitzva of the day - 
KADI MOI TPS: Some commentaries explain this 

literally: He commanded the day with the specific 
mitzvot that apply only by day, e.g. ritual fringes and 

phylacteries, and He commanded the night with those 

that apply only at night, e.g., the counting of the omer. 
God gave both the day and the night their own unique 

mitzvot (Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz). 


One who vows that he will derive no benefit from 
light — 74x pa Yia: The principles and halakhot of 
vows are explicated in great detail in tractate Nedarim. 
As the Gemara there explains, one can render almost 
any matter prohibited to himself by means of a vow. 
Although the interpretation of the vow often takes or- 
dinary usage into account (see Tosafot), if there is no 
evidence in common parlance that a word in a vow has 
a different meaning, the halakha generally follows the 
meaning of the word in the Torah. 


BACKGROUND 

Stars that do not radiate light - WYA OY XY D232: 
According to some commentaries, this expression is 
referring to those heavenly bodies that do not have their 
own light but merely reflect the light of the sun, e.g., 
the planets and the moon (see HaBoneh). However, the 
formulation of the Gemara does not support this inter- 
pretation. Actually, certain stars do not emit any light at 
all, and their existence can be ascertained only through 
other means, e.g., radio waves. The Gemara is likely refer- 
ring to dark bodies of that kind found in the sky. 
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NOTES 

A thief who comes as a burglar - nyaaa x27 233: This 
case is explicitly stated in the Torah: “If a thief is found 
breaking in and is killed, there shall be no guilt for killing 
him. If the sun has risen upon him, there shall be guilt 
for him; he shall make restitution. If he has nothing, he 
shall be sold for his theft” (Exodus 22:1-2). The phrase “If 
the sun has risen upon him,’is explained as an allegory, 
similar to the Gemara’s interpretation of the verse in 
Job (24:14): If it is as clear as day that the thief is inter- 
ested only in stealing and will not kill the homeowner 
if he defends his property, he is merely a thief, and it 
is prohibited to kill him. See Rashi and Tosafot, who 
discuss this derivation and interpretation in detail. The 
Maharsha explains that, according to Tosafot, the entire 
verse is referring to a burglar found breaking in, whereas 
Rashi claims that part of the verse is referring to ordinary 
thieves, who avoid confrontation. 
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The Gemara rejects the previous explanation. Rather, this is what 

the verse is saying: God called the light to come and command- 
ed it to perform the mitzva of the day," and God called the night 

and commanded it to perform the mitzva of the night. Called, in 

this context, does not connote the giving of a name. It means that 

He instructed the day and night to carry out their characteristic 

functions. 


The Gemara raises an objection: “Praise Him, sun and moon; 
praise Him, all the stars of or” (Psalms 148:3). Apparently, or is 
the evening, as the stars of light appear at night. The Gemara rejects 
this contention. This is what the verse is saying: Praise Him, all 
the stars that radiate, as in this context or is not a noun but rather 
a verb that describes the activity of the stars. The Gemara chal- 
lenges this explanation: However, if that is so, does the verse mean 
that it is the stars that radiate that are required to praise God, 
whereas those that do not radiate light’ are not required to praise 
Him? But isn’t it written in the previous verse: “Praise Him, all 
His legions,” indicating that all stars should praise God? 


Rather, this phrase, the stars of light, comes to teach us that the 
light of stars is also considered light. The Gemara asks: What is 
the practical difference that emerges from the fact that the light of 
the stars is classified as light? The Gemara answers: It is significant 
with regard to one who vows that he will derive no benefit from 
light. It is necessary to define precisely what is included in the term 
light. As we learned in a mishna: For one who vows that he will 
derive no benefit from light," it is prohibited to benefit even from 
the light of the stars. 


The Gemara raises an objection: “A murderer rises with the 
or to kill the poor and needy; and in the night he is as a thief” 
(Job 24:14). 


From the fact that the end of the verse states: “And in the night 
he is as a thief,’ apparently the word or at the beginning of the 
verse is a reference to day, as the verse contrasts between night and 
or. The Gemara rejects this contention. There, this is what the verse 
is saying: If the matter is as clear to you as light, that the thief has 
come into the house prepared to take a life, he is a murderer; and 
the owner of the house may save himself by taking the life of the 
intruder. In that case, one may protect himself from a thief who 
breaks into his house, even by killing the intruder if necessary. And 
if the matter is as unclear to you as the night, he should be noth- 
ing more than a thief in your eyes and not a murderer; and there- 
fore one may not save himself by taking the life of the thief. This 
verse is not referring to actual day and night; rather, it uses these 
terms as metaphors for certainty and uncertainty." 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion that or means 
evening: “Let the stars of the twilight be dark; let it look for or 
but have none; neither let it see the eyelids of the morning” (Job 
3:9). From the fact that the verse states: “Let it look for or but 
have none,’ apparently or is day. The Gemara rejects this conten- 
tion. Actually, it is possible that or, in this context, means light in 
general, not specifically day. There, Job is cursing his fortune. He 
said: Let it be His will that this man, referring to himself, will seek 
light and not find it. 
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The Gemara raises an objection: “And I say, yet the darkness shall 
envelop me, and the or about me shall be night” (Psalms 139:11). 
Apparently, or is day. The Gemara rejects this proof. This is what 
David is saying there: I said after I sinned that darkness shall en- 
velop me in the World-to-Come, which is like day. Now that I 
know that I have been forgiven, even this world, which is like dark- 
ness, is light for me. That being the case, it cannot be derived from 
here that the word or describes the day. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a mishna. Rabbi Yehuda says: 
One searches on or of the fourteenth of Nisan, on the fourteenth 
in the morning, and at the time of the removal of leavened bread. 
The Gemara infers from Rabbi Yehuda’s teaching: From the fact that 
Rabbi Yehuda says that one searches on or of the fourteenth and 
on the fourteenth in the morning, apparently or is the evening. In 
the order of Rabbi Yehuda’s list, or of the fourteenth precedes the 
morning of the fourteenth. Therefore, or must be referring to the 
evening. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from it that this is 
the case. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a different source:" From 
when on the fourteenth of Nisan is it prohibited to perform labor, 
for those who are accustomed not to work of Passover eve? Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov says: From the time of or. Rabbi Yehuda says: 
From sunrise. 


Rabbi Eliezer ben Yakov said to Rabbi Yehuda: And where have 
we found precedent for a day, in part of which the performance of 
labor is prohibited, and in another part of which the performance 
of labor is permitted?" If, as you claim, the prohibition against 
performing labor takes effect only from sunrise, whereas the four- 
teenth of Nisan begins with the emergence of stars the previous 
evening, it is permitted to perform labor during the first part of the 
fourteenth, while during the second part of the same day labor is 
prohibited. He said to him: The fourteenth day itself can prove to 
be a precedent, as in part of it, from the beginning until the sixth 
hour of the day, the eating of leavened bread is permitted, and 
during another part ofit the eating of leavened bread is prohibited. 


With regard to the matter under discussion, the Gemara infers: From 
the fact that Rabbi Yehuda says that it is prohibited to perform 
labor from sunrise, apparently the word or that Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya’akov is saying, is referring to the evening. This is an additional 
proof that or means night. The Gemara rejects this contention: No, 
this is not a proof. What is meant by or? It means dawn. The dispute 
of the tanna’im is not whether the prohibition of labor begins at 
night or in the morning. Rather, they disagree as to whether labor is 
prohibited from dawn or only from sunrise. 


The Gemara challenges this assumption: If so, consider that which 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov said to Rabbi Yehuda: Where have we 
found precedent for a day, in part of which the performance of 
labor is prohibited, and in another part of which the performance 
of labor is permitted? Let him say to himself: Isn’t there the night, 
during which even Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov himself permits 
performance of labor at night? He certainly would not raise a diffi- 
culty against the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, which is equally difficult 
according to his own opinion. 


The Gemara rejects this contention. This is what Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya'akov is saying: Granted, according to my opinion, I find situa- 
tions in which the Sages distinguished between the day and the 
preceding night, as we learned in a mishna with regard to a lenient 
communal fast: Until when may one eat and drink before the fast? 
It is permitted to eat and drink until dawn;" this is the statement of 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov. Rabbi Shimon says: One may eat until 
the call of the rooster, which precedes dawn. In that case, the Sages 
distinguished between day and night. However, according to your 
opinion, where do we find a halakha with regard to which the Sages 
divided the day itself? 


NOTES 

The numerous difficulties — niwapit 1°: The early 
commentaries question the need for so many proofs 
after it has already been demonstrated that the phrase or 
leyom means the preceding night. One answer is that not 
all these proofs were initially stated in the same study hall. 
Rather, various proofs were developed in different study 
halls, before they were all collected when the Gemara 
was edited (Rashba). Others contend that a single source 
merely provides support for one opinion but cannot 
serve as the basis for rejecting alternative interpretations 
of the word or (Gur Arye). 


A day...in part of which the performance of labor 
is permitted - p2 inypaw Di’: It can be argued that 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov should have mentioned the 
prohibition against performing labor during the after- 
noon, a universally accepted custom that applies to only 
part of the day; whereas the prohibition of labor in the 
morning varies according to local custom. However, he 
knew that the prohibition of labor in the afternoon is 
linked to the Torah prohibition against eating leaven in 
the afternoon and the offering of the Paschal lamb, and 
he sought to include only rabbinic prohibitions in his 
objection (7ziyyun LeNefesh Hayya). 


HALAKHA 

The time when eating is permitted before a fast — }3t 
mani 23 TY: On lenient fast days, one may eat at 
any point during the night, until dawn. This is the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and the halakha is always ruled 
in accordance with his opinion in disputes with a single 
Sage. The Gemara in Iaanit restricts this leniency to one 
who does not sleep at night or who stipulates before 
going to sleep that he will eat during the night (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 564:1). 
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Rabbi Yehuda said to Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov: The day of the 

fourteenth itself can prove my opinion, as during part of it, the 

eating of leavened bread is permitted, and during part of it the 

eating of leavened bread is prohibited. The Gemara com- 
ments: Rabbi Yehuda has spoken well to Rabbi Eliezer; how 
can Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov counter this contention? The 

Gemara answers that this is what Rabbi Eliezer is saying to him 

in response: I said to you the prohibition of labor, which is by 
rabbinic law, and you said to me the prohibition of leavened 

bread, which is by Torah law. With regard to a Torah prohibi- 
tion, it is possible that until this point, God prohibited doing 
so, and until that point, God permitted doing so, as the halakha 

is determined by a Torah decree. On the other hand, rabbinic 

prohibitions are enacted within clearly defined categories; in 

this case, an entire day. 


The Gemara asks: And what is the response of the other Sage, 
Rabbi Yehuda, to this contention? The Gemara answers: Rabbi 
Yehuda notes that the hours when the prohibition of leaven is 
in effect on the morning of the fourteenth are determined by 
rabbinic law. Despite the fact it is prohibited by Torah law to 
eat leaven from midday, the distinction within the morning 
hours between the time when one may consume leaven and the 
time when one may derive benefit from leaven but not consume 
it is determined by the Sages. Apparently, the Sages institute 
ordinances that apply to part of a day. 


The Gemara asks: And how can the other Sage, Rabbi Eliezer 
ben Ya'akov, respond to this claim? The Gemara answers: Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov would say that in this case the Sages estab- 
lished a preventive measure for a Torah law, and decrees of 
this type are at times in effect for only part of the day. By contrast, 
when the Sages instituted independent ordinances, they invari- 
ably did so for entire day. In any case, this source does not con- 
clusively prove that or means evening. 


The Gemara raises an objection: The court messengers kindle 
torches” on the mountaintops as a signal that the court has 
sanctified and established a new month only for a month that 
appeared at its proper time, on the thirtieth day of the previous 
month, to sanctify it on that day. And when do the messengers 
kindle these torches? They light them on or of its additional 
day, at the end of the thirtieth day from the beginning of the 
previous month, leading into the evening of the thirty-first day. 
The thirtieth day is called the additional day because it is some- 
times appended to the previous month, which would otherwise 
consist of twenty-nine days. Apparently, or is the evening, as 
the court messengers would certainly not light the bonfires by 
day. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from it that this is 
the case. 


The Gemara raises an objection: If a priest was standing all 
night and sacrificing the limbs of offerings on the altar, in the 
ora he is required to sanctify his hands and feet" again, by 
washing them in water from the basin; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Since a new day has begun, the priest 
must wash his hands and feet from the basin, a prerequisite for 
each day’s service. With regard to the issue under discussion, 
apparently or means day. The Gemara rejects this contention: 
This is not a conclusive proof, as ora is different, and indeed it 
is referring to the day. However, the word or may yet refer to the 
evening. 


Mar Zutra raises an objection 


HALAKHA 


In the ora he is required to sanctify his hands and feet - feet again when it becomes light, as is required of all priests 
abn Dy wp pyy mined: A priest who engaged in the before they begin their work in the Temple service (Rambam 
burning of sacrificial limbs all night must wash his hands and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:8). 
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from a mishna that deals with to the offering of a woman who 

miscarries on or of the eighty-first" day after her previous child- 
birth: The Torah obligates a woman to bring an offering after child- 
birth, including a miscarriage.” However, one offering suffices for 
any births or miscarriages that occur within eighty days of the 

original birth, as the halakhic ramifications of that birth last eighty 
days (see Leviticus 12:1-6). The mishna cited addresses the border- 
line case ofa woman who miscarries on the night of the eighty-first 
day following the birth. Beit Shammai exempt her from bringing 
another offering, as the offering she brought for the previous child- 
birth exempts her from bringing another for the miscarriage. And 

Beit Hillel obligate her to bring a second offering. 


Beit Hillel said to Beit Shammai: What is different between or 
of the eighty-first and the day of the eighty-first? If they are equal 
with regard to the halakhot of ritual impurity, i.e., the blood of this 
woman is no longer ritually pure and all of the standard strictures 
of ritual impurity apply to her, will the two time periods not be 
equal with regard to the offering as well? In terms of the meaning 
of or, from the fact that Beit Hillel said to Beit Shammai: What 
is different between or of the eighty-first and the day of the 
eighty-first, learn from it that or is night. Indeed, learn from it 
that or means night. 


The Gemara raises an objection with regard to the meaning of the 
word or from a baraita: One might have thought that a peace-of- 
` fering, which may be eaten for two days, may also be eaten on or 
of the third day. And it is a logical derivation that leads to that 
conclusion. How so? Other offerings, e.g., sin-offerings, are eaten 
for one day, and peace-offerings are eaten for two days. Just as 
there, with regard to other offerings, the night follows the previous 
day, i.e., the offering may be eaten during the day and the subse- 
quent night, so too here, with regard to peace-offerings, say that 
the night follows the day, and rule that they may be eaten on the 
night after the second day. 


Therefore, the verse states: “And when you sacrifice a peace-offer- 
ing to God, you shall sacrifice it of your own will. It shall be eaten 
the same day you sacrifice it, and on the next day; and if any 
remains until the third day, it shall be burnt with fire” (Leviticus 
19:5-6). This verse means that it may be eaten while it is still day, 
i.e, during the second day, and it may not be eaten on or of the 
third day." 


The baraita continues: Ifa peace- offering may not be eaten beyond 
the second day, one might have thought that it should be burned 
immediately after the conclusion of the second day, and this too 
is the conclusion of a logical derivation: Other offerings are 
eaten for one day and night, and peace-offerings are eaten for 
two days and one night. Just as there, the offerings are burned 
immediately after their permitted time for eating concludes, on 
the morning of the second day, so too here, with regard to peace- 
offerings, one could say that they must be burned immediately 
after their permitted time for eating concludes, at night after the 
second day. 


Therefore, the verse states: “And if any remains of the flesh of 
the sacrifice on the third day, it shall be burnt with fire” (Levi- 
ticus 7:17), meaning: You must burn it during the day, and you 
do not burn it at night." With regard to the meaning of or, from 
the fact that the baraita states: One might have thought that it may 
be eaten on or of the third day, apparently or is evening. The 
Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from it that or is evening. 


HALAKHA 


A woman who miscarries on or of the eighty-first — 
TIN) Diw six nbsan: A woman who gives birth, be- 
comes pregnant again, and miscarries on the night of 
the eighty-first day after her previous birth must bring a 
separate offering (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei 
Kappara 1:8). 


The time for eating an offering - 139? nox yt: An of- 
fering that may be eaten for two days and one night, e.g., 
a peace-offering, may not be eaten on the evening of the 
third day, as explained in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 10:6). 


Burning of the leftover sacrificial meat - piy NDW: 
One must burn any leftover meat of a peace-offering on 
the morning of the third day. As explained in the baraita, it 
is not burned immediately after the conclusion of the pe- 
riod for its consumption, the night after of the second day 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:4). 


NOTES 


Childbirth and the offering - 131p) ap): The halakhot of 
a woman after childbirth, i.e., her ritual impurity and the 
offering she must bring, are detailed in the Torah (Levi- 
ticus 12:1-6) and explained in several places in the Talmud, 
primarily in tractates Nidda and Kinnim. The basic halakha 
is that a woman after childbirth is ritually impure for one 
week after giving birth to a boy and for two weeks after 
giving birth to a girl. For the next thirty-three days after 
he birth of a boy, or sixty-six days after the birth of a girl, 
she remains ritually pure even if she experiences uterine 
bleeding. This blood is called the blood of purity. These 
eighty days, i.e., fourteen of impurity plus sixty-six of purity 
ollowing the birth of a girl, are defined as the time period 
ollowing the birth. A woman who miscarries during this 
period is not obligated to bring an additional offering, as 
he miscarriage is considered adjacent to the previous birth. 
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Yom Kippur prayers - o119577 DÝ mivon: In all five Amida 
prayers of Yom Kippur, the evening, morning, additional, 
afternoon, and additional closing prayers, one recites seven 
blessings and the confessional prayer (Tur, Orah Hayyim 619). 


The evening prayer after Yom Kippur - Di *x¥ina May 
3195: At the conclusion of Yom Kippur, one recites the stan- 
dard evening Amida prayer and includes havdala in the 
fourth blessing: Who graciously grants knowledge. This 
ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hanina 
ben Gamliel (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 624:1). 


NOTES 

The tanna of our mishna — } Kan: This question is spe- 
cifically directed to the tanna of our mishna, as in the other 
mishnayot and baraitot the word or clearly is referring to 
the evening. However, in this mishna there is room for mis- 
understanding, as evident from the earlier discussion of 
the Gemara. Consequently, the tanna should have used an 
unambiguous phrase (Rabbeinu Gershom). 


He employed a euphemism - vp 817 sby Kwh: Based 
on several other sources, the Ra'avad rejects the plain 
meaning of this answer. He concludes that the expression 
or leyom serves to underscore that the activity in question 
should be performed adjacent to the light of the previous 
day, when it is not yet night. 


The animals that are not pure — 7117p may We TJAT: 
The early commentaries ask: Given that the Torah speaks of 
non-kosher animals many times, why is the phrase avoided 
only in this particular verse? Some explain that here the 
Torah uses this occasion to teach that one should avoid 
speaking in a coarse manner, as this is the first instance 
where non-kosher animals are mentioned. In most cases, 
however, the Torah uses the word impure because it is more 
concise (Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh). Others 
contend that before the Torah was given, when there was 
no legal distinction between animals, the term non-kosher 
animal was considered derogatory. However, after the Torah 
was given, it was no longer a derogatory term, as it is merely 
a halakhic designation concerning the status of the animal 
(Rabbeinu Yona in Shaarei Teshuva). Alternatively, when 
the Torah deals with a prohibition it uses the derogatory 
term to emphasize the negative features of these animals 
(Meiri; Maharam Halawa). Yet others claim that when the 
Torah (Genesis 7:8) is referring to an animal that is not pure, 
it is not referring to the matter of kosher and non-kosher 
at all; rather, those animals which mated with animals of 
other species are described as impure. Consequently, in 
this context the word impure would be derogatory and is 
therefore avoided (Ran; Meiri). 
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Come and hear another proof: On or of Yom Kippur, one recites 
seven blessings in the Amida prayer and confesses his sins;" in 
the morning prayer, one recites seven blessings and confesses; 
in the additional prayer, one recites seven blessings and con- 
fesses; in the afternoon prayer, one recites seven blessings 
and confesses; in the evening prayer," one recites an abridged 
version of the standard Amida prayer of eighteen blessings, as 
the people are weary from fasting. Rabbi Hanina ben Gamliel 
says in the name of his forefathers: One recites the eighteen 
complete blessings, due to the fact that he is required to recite 
havdala in the fourth blessing of the Amida: Who graciously 
grants knowledge. It cannot be inserted in the abridged version. 
Apparently, or is evening. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn 
from it that or means evening. 


Come and hear another proof, as it was taught in the school of 
Shmuel: On the evening of the fourteenth of Nisan, one search- 
es for leavened bread by candlelight. Apparently, or is evening, 
as this baraita replaces or with the word evening. 


It is clear from these proofs that the expression or in the mishna 
means the evening before the day. How, then, could the amora’im 
dispute whether it is referring to the morning or evening? Rather, 
the Gemara rejects its previous assumption with regard to the 
dispute, as everyone, both Rav Huna and Rav Yehuda, agrees 
that or is evening, and they do not disagree with regard to the 
halakha. However, this Master stated the halakha in accordance 
with the expression accepted in his place, and that Master stated 
the halakha in accordance with the expression accepted in his 
place. In Rav Huna’s place, they call the evening light, and in 
Rav Yehuda’s place they call it night, although both terms refer 
to the same period. 


The Gemara asks: And the tanna of our mishna," what is the 
reason that he didn’t explicitly teach: The night of the fourteenth, 
as it was taught in the school of Shmuel? The Gemara answers: 
He employed a euphemism." Since the tanna of our mishna did 
not want to mention darkness, he preferred the term or to refer to 
the night of the fourteenth. And this is in accordance with a state- 
ment of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi. As Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi 
said: A person should never express a crude matter, as the 
formulation of a verse was distorted by the addition of eight let- 
ters rather than have it express a crude matter, as it is stated: 


“From the pure animals and from the animals that are not pure 


[asher einena tehora]”" (Genesis 7:8). To avoid using the Hebrew 
term for impure [temea], which is four letters: Tet, mem, alef, heh, 
the verse replaced the term with the euphemism meaning “that 
are not pure,’ which is spelled with twelve letters: Alef, shin, reish; 


alef, yod, nun, nun, heh; tet, heh, reish, heh. 


Rav Pappa said: A different verse added nine letters, as it is stat- 
ed: “If there be among you any man who is not ritually pure 

[asher lo yihye tahor] by reason of that which happened to him 

by night” (Deuteronomy 23:11). To avoid using the three-letter 
Hebrew word for impure, tameh, spelled tet, mem, alef, the verse 

employs the twelve-letter phrase “who is not ritually pure,” spelled: 
Alef, shin, reish; lamed, alef; yod, heh, yod, heh; tet, heh, reish. Ravina 

said: The verse actually adds ten letters because of the letter vav 

of the word tahor, as the word is spelled in its plene form. Rav 
Aha bar Ya’akov said: Yet another verse adds sixteen letters, as it 

is stated: “For he said, something has happened to him, he is 

not ritually pure; surely he is not ritually pure [bilti tahor hu ki 

lo tahor]” (1 Samuel 20:26). To avoid using the three-letter word 

tameh, the verse employs the nineteen-letter phrase “he is not 

ritually pure; surely he is not ritually pure,” spelled: Beit, lamed, 
tav, yod; tet, heh, vav, reish; heh, vav, alef; kaf, yod; lamed, alef; tet, 
heh, vav, reish. 
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Likewise, a baraita was taught in the school of Rabbi Yishmael: 
A person should always converse euphemistically," as one finds 
in the following verses. The first: “And whichever saddle that the 
zav rides upon shall be ritually impure” (Leviticus 15:9), which 
discusses the impurity imparted by a zav" to an object on which 
he sits, calls this action riding. And the verse: “And anyone who 
touches anything on which she sat” (Leviticus 15:22), which dis- 
cusses the parallel ritual impurity of a woman, a zava," calls the 
action sitting. Since riding is slightly demeaning for a woman, as 
it involves an immodest splaying of the legs, the verse avoids the 
term riding and opts to convey the more modest image of sitting. 
And it says in another verse: “And you choose the language of 
the crafty” (Job 15:5), meaning that one should be clever when 
speaking and avoid inappropriate phrases. And it says in another 
verse: “My words shall utter the uprightness of my heart; and that 
which my lips know they shall speak sincerely” (Job 33:3). 


The Gemara asks: What is the need for the proofs from the two 
additional verses introduced by the phrase: And it says? The ba- 
raita already proved its point from the verses with regard to zav 
and zava. The Gemara answers: The additional verses are neces- 
sary, lest you say: This requirement to use clean language applies 
only in the language written in the Torah, but in rabbinic formu- 
lations, no, there is no obligation to use clean language. To coun- 
ter this argument, the tanna says, come and hear: And it says: 

“And you choose the language of the crafty,’ which indicates that 
this principle extends beyond the language of the Torah. And lest 
you say that this requirement applies only to rabbinic language, 
but when it comes to ordinary speech, no, one need not speak 
euphemistically, the baraita adds: And it says: “And that which 
my lips know they shall speak sincerely,” i.e., one must speak 
euphemistically in every situation. 


With regard to the above baraita taught in the school of Rabbi 
Yishmael, the Gemara asks: And with regard to a woman, is the 
term riding not written in the Torah? But isn’t it written: “And 


Rebecca and her damsels arose and they rode upon camels” 


(Genesis 24:61)? The Gemara answers: There, due to fear of 
camels, that is standard conduct. Since a camel's back is high off 
the ground, a woman cannot sit on it sidesaddle; consequently, 
she may ride on it without being considered immodest. The Ge- 
mara cites another relevant verse. But isn’t it written: “And Mo- 
ses took his wife and his children and rode them upon his 
donkey” (Exodus 4:20)? The Gemara answers: There, despite 
the fact that his wife was also on the donkey, the verse employs 
the language of riding 


due to his children, as it is standard practice for children to ride. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty. But isn’t it written with 
regard to Abigail: “And it was so, as she rode on her donkey and 
came down by the covert of the mountain” (1 Samuel 25:20). This 
verse employs the language of riding in reference to a woman on 
a donkey. The Gemara answers: There, due to the fear of the 
night, it is standard practice for a woman to ride and not merely 
sit on the donkey. And if you wish, say instead: There is no con- 
sideration due to the fear of the night that would explain why she 
was permitted to ride in the regular manner; rather, there is a 
consideration due to fear of David. And if you wish, say instead: 
There is no consideration due to fear of David either; however, 
there is a consideration due to the fear of the incline when riding 
down the mountain. 


— NOTES —______- 
Euphemism and dignified language - wha T pwd 
123: Some Sages distinguish between these two terms. 
One should go out of his way to speak euphemistically, so as 
to avoid using a crude phrase. Dignified language, however, 
is used not to avoid despicable language, but rather to avoid 
language that includes a slight trace of the derogatory or 
which bears a negative connotation, e.g., the direct men- 
tion of night. One need not avoid that type of speech at the 
expense of brevity (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


Zav — 31: This refers to a man suffering from gonorrhea. The 
halakhot relating to the severe ritual impurity caused by this 
condition are detailed in the Torah (Leviticus 15:1-15) and in 
tractate Zavim. The zav becomes ritually impure as a result 
of the secretion of a white, pus-like discharge from his penis. 
A man who experiences a discharge of that kind on one oc- 
casion becomes ritually impure for one day, like a man who 
has discharged semen. If he experiences a second discharge 
on the same day or the following day, or a prolonged initial 
discharge, he contracts the more severe ritual impurity of 
a zav, which lasts seven days. If he experiences a third dis- 
charge within the next twenty-four hours, he is obligated 
o bring a pair of doves, one for a sin-offering and one for a 
burnt-offering, as part of his purification process. 

Not only does the man himself become ritually impure, 
he imparts ritual impurity by coming into contact with ves- 
sels or people; by being moved by them; by moving them; 
by lying or sitting on them; or through the medium of a 
arge stone that the zavis lying on, which is positioned over 
hem. The fluids he secretes, i.e., his spittle, urine, and semen, 
impart ritual impurity, and any article on which he sits or lies 
becomes a primary source of ritual impurity and can itself 
impart ritual impurity to other articles. 


Zava — 73t: This is a woman who experiences a flow of 
menstrual-type blood on three consecutive days during the 
eleven days of the month, when the blood she secretes is not 
considered menstrual blood but the blood of ziva. The first 
secretion makes her ritually impure, but until the third secre- 
ion her status is that of a woman who is merely required to 
wait until one day has passed, and she is not subject to all the 
halakhic rulings of a zava. After experiencing bleeding on the 
hird day, the woman is considered a zava and is obligated 
o bring an offering as part of her purification process. A 
zava imparts ritual impurity in the same way as does a zav. 
n addition, a man who engages in sexual relations with her 
becomes a primary source of ritual impurity and imparts 
ritual impurity to others. 
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HALAKHA 
A person should always teach his student in a concise 
manner - Tp Trt maha ony maw» oiy}: One should 
always attempt to teach his student in a concise manner 
(Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 2:4). 


One does not investigate beyond the altar - pptia prs 
Matai pa: When the court investigates family lineage, as 
soon as they find an ancestor who served as a priest in the 
Temple service, they need not investigate further. It can be 
assumed that a priest whose lineage was compromised 
would not have been allowed to participate in the Temple 
service (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 20:2). 


NOTES 
Rides and sits - nawi” nazi: See Tosafot and other com- 
mentaries, who discuss the correct interpretation of this 
passage. Some explain that the Gemara’s question is not 
with regard to the language of the verses, but the facts 
of the incidents: Why did these women ride the animals 
instead of sitting on them in a more modest way? 


Tired [mesankan] — }pabra: Several explanations were pro- 
vided for this word. Some say it means tired (Rashi), while 
others claim it means to push or struggle, just as a goat 
that has fallen into mud pushes and struggles to free itself 
(Teshuvot HaGeonim). According to this opinion, these 
students felt as though they were stuck in the mud, as 
they did not properly understand what they were learning. 
Yet others explain that it means filled, like a goat stuffed 
with eggs and spices. In other words, the Sages are saying 
that they feel full and satisfied after learning this halakha 
(geonim; Arukh). 


Two students — Dron 3w: The student who used the 
word impure spoke in a more concise manner, which the 
Gemara stated is appropriate for a teacher to his students. 
Nevertheless, a student may speak at slightly greater length 
in a more refined manner, in deference to his teacher. Fur- 
thermore, the use of the term impure is actually imprecise 
in this context, as there is no obligation to collect olives 
while ritually impure; rather, one is simply not obligated 
to be in a state of ritual purity when collecting olives 
(Mikhtam). 


Harvesting grapes and olives - npn nysa: The Gemara 
in tractate Shabbat 17a explains the reason for this differ- 
ence in halakha: Although some liquid will drip from olives 
when they are placed in a basket, this is not considered oil 
and does not render the olives susceptible to ritual impurity. 
In addition, this liquid is of no significance to the person 
collecting the olives. Therefore, even if it were oil, it would 
not render the olives susceptible to impurity. In contrast, 
the liquid that seeps from picked grapes is suitable to be 
wine, and the person picking the grapes is interested in 
preventing it from going to waste. 


A trace [shemetz] of disqualification — —bips yaw: Some 
commentaries explain that the term shemetz refers to 
disqualification from marriage, as in the verse (Exodus 


32:25): “For a derision [/eshimtza] among their enemies” 


(see Josafot). The Sages suspected that this priest's lineage 
disqualified him from marrying a Jew of faultless lineage. 


BACKGROUND 
Lizard’s tail - nub an: The use of this expression as a 
measurement is based on the fact that when a predator 
catches a lizard by the tail, the lizard leaves its tail behind 
and escapes. As the average length of a lizard’s tail is 4 cm, 
its volume is minuscule. 
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The Gemara asks: But isn’t the word impure written in the To- 
rah? Apparently, the Torah does not consistently employ euphe- 
misms, and indeed the word impure appears regularly. Rather, 
anywhere that two phrases are equal in length, the verse speaks 
employing a euphemism. Anywhere that the words of the eu- 
phemism are more numerous, requiring a lengthier description, 
the Torah speaks employing concise language, in accordance 
with that which Rav Huna said that Rav said, and some say it 
was Rav Huna who said that Rav said in the name of Rabbi Meir: 
A person should always teach his student in a concise manner." 


The Gemara asks: And anywhere that the phrases are equal in 
length, does the verse always speak employing dignified lan- 
guage? Aren’t the Hebrew words for rides [rokhevet], spelled: 
Reish, vav, kaf, beit, tav; and sits |yoshevet]," spelled: Yod, vav, 
shin, beit, tav, of equal length, and yet the verse states: Rides 
(1 Samuel 25:20). The Gemara answers: The Hebrew word for 
rides is written without a vav in the defective form, rendering 
it shorter than the term for sits. Brevity takes precedence over 
dignified language. 


The Gemara relates an incident involving the use of appropriate 
language: There were these two students who were sitting before 
Rav and were weary from studying a complex issue. One of them 
said: This halakha we are studying is rendering us as tired as a 
tired [mesankan]" something else, a euphemism for a pig. And 
the other one said: This halakha is rendering us as tired as a tired 
kid. Rav would not speak with that student who made reference 
to a pig, as one who speaks inappropriately is undoubtedly flawed 
in character. 


The Gemara additionally relates that there were these two stu- 
dents" who were sitting before Hillel, and one of them was 
Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai. And some say they were sitting 
before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and one of them was the amora 
Rabbi Yohanan. One of them said: Due to what reason need one 
be careful to harvest grapes in a state of ritual purity, by insisting 
on the use of pure vessels, and one need not harvest olives" in a 
state of ritual purity? And the other one said the same point, only 
he worded it differently: Due to what reason need one harvest 
grapes in a state of ritual purity, but one may harvest olives in a 
state of ritual impurity? Their teacher said: I am certain that this 
first student, who spoke in a clean manner, will issue halakhic 
rulings in Israel. The Gemara adds: And it was not even a few 
days later that he issued halakhic rulings in Israel. 


The Gemara relates an incident involving the use of appropriate 
language. There were these three priests in the Temple, each 
of whom received a portion of the showbread divided among 
the priests. Since there were many priests, each one received only 
a small amount. One said to them: I received a bean-sized por- 
tion. And one said: I received an olive-bulk. And one said: I 
received a portion the size of a lizard’s tail.’ They investigated 
the background of the latter priest, who used the imagery of 
an impure creeping animal, and they found a trace [shemetz] of 
disqualification" in his background. 


The Gemara assumes that they found a problem in his lineage that 
disqualified him from the priesthood. The Gemara asks: But 
wasn’t it taught in a baraita that one does not investigate a priest’s 
lineage beyond the altar?" When the court investigated the lin- 
eage ofa priest, they would investigate his ancestry only until they 
discovered a priest who sacrificed offerings on the altar. At that 
point, they would halt the investigation. A priest of questionable 
lineage would certainly not have been permitted to serve on the 
altar. However, in this incident the lineage of a priest who had 
brought offerings was indeed called into question. 
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The Gemara rejects this contention: Do not say that they found 
a trace [shemetz] of disqualification, referring to his lineage. 
Rather, say that they found arrogance [shahatz] of disqualifica- 
tion, and for that reason he was disqualified from the priesthood. 
And if you wish, say instead: There it is different, as he cast as- 
persions upon himself. Although it is generally assumed that any 
priest who participates in the Temple service is qualified to do so, 
this priest discredited his own lineage through his conduct. 


With regard to the investigation of the priestly lineage, the Ge- 
mara relates: A certain gentile would ascend on the pilgrimage 

to Jerusalem, claiming he was Jewish, and eat Paschal lambs in 

Jerusalem. He would then return home and boast about how he 

had tricked the Jews. He said: It is written: “This is the statute of 
the Paschal lamb; no foreigner may eat of it” (Exodus 12:43), and 

another verse says: “Any uncircumcised man shall not eat of it” 
(Exodus 12:48). And yet, I ate from the finest of the fine portions 

of the Paschal lamb. 


Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira said to him, in an attempt to thwart 
any repetition of this action: Did they feed you from the fat tail 
of the lamb? Do you really think they gave you the finest portion? 
The gentile was ignorant of the fact that the fat tail is sacrificed on 
the altar, not eaten. The gentile said to him: No. Rabbi Yehuda 
ben Beteira replied: If so, when you ascend there next time, say 
to them: Feed me the fat tail. The next year when he ascended, 
he said to the other members of the group he joined: Feed me 
from the fat tail. They said to him: The fat tail is offered"? up to 
God. 


They said to him: Who said that to you, to ask for that portion? 
He said to them testily: It was Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira. They 
said: What is this incident that has come before us? Could Rab- 
bi Yehuda ben Beteira have told him to eat the fat tail? This matter 
must be investigated further. They investigated his background 
and found that he was a gentile, and they killed him." They sent 
a message to Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira: Peace unto you, Rabbi 
Yehuda ben Beteira, as you are in Netzivin and your net is 
spread in Jerusalem.’ Despite your distance from Jerusalem, you 
enabled us to apprehend a person who deceived us. 


The Gemara relates another incident in praise of one who is care- 
ful to refrain from improper or negative language. Rav Kahana 
fell ill, and the Sages sent Rabbi Yehoshua, son of Rav Idi, as 
their emissary to him. They said to him: Go and assess what is 
Rav Kahana’s condition at present. Rabbi Yehoshua, son of Rav 
Idi, went and found that Rav Kahana had passed away. He rent 
his garment and turned his garment around so the tear would 
be behind him and would not be immediately apparent, and he 
was crying as he was coming. They said to him: Did Rav Kahana 
pass away? He said to them: I did not say that, as the verse states: 

“And he who utters slander" is a fool” (Proverbs 10:18). This verse 
indicates that it is undesirable to be a bearer of bad tidings, and if 
one must inform others of the unfortunate news, he should do so 
in an indirect manner. 


The Gemara continues to cite examples of clean language: 
Yohanan from Hakuk went to the villages. When he came, they 
said to him: Did the wheat crop develop nicely? Reluctant to say 
that the wheat crop did not develop nicely, he said to them: The 
barley crop developed nicely, leaving them to draw their own 
conclusion. They said to him, mockingly: Go out and inform the 
horses and donkeys about the barley, as it is written: “Barley 
and hay for the horses and swift steeds” (1 Kings 5:8). The Ge- 
mara asks: What could he have said to better express the bad 
news euphemistically? The Gemara answers: He could have said: 
Last year’s wheat crop developed nicely. Alternatively, he could 
have said that this year’s crop of lentils, which is also food for 
people, has developed nicely. 


HALAKHA 


The fat tail is offered - mas mx: The fat tail of the Paschal 
lamb may not be eaten but is sacrificed on the altar (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 1:18). 


BACKGROUND 
The fat tail is offered - mas mre: Some fat tails are visible 
in this image of sheep in Sopot, a village near Belgrade, Serbia. 


Fat-tailed sheep 


Netzivin and Jerusalem - pwn) py: In this map the 
great distance between Jerusalem and the city of Netzivin in 
Babylonia is clearly visible. 


Netzivin and Jerusalem 


oles.) ————————————— 
He was a gentile and they killed him — mbo NITIKA: 
This incident is puzzling. On what basis did hey kill him? 
Although there is a prohibition against a gentile partaking 
of the Paschal lamb, the prohibition is for a Jew to give him 
he offering, not for the gentile to partake. This is not one of 
he seven Noahide mitzvot. Some commentaries explain that 
his man was killed as an extraordinary measure required by 
he particular circumstances, as God's name was desecrated 
hrough his actions (Rav A. Y. Kook, Tuv Reiya). 


He who utters slander - 727 xy in: Although they sent Rab- 
bi Yehoshua, son of Rav Idi, specifically to determine whether 
or not Rav Kahana had passed away, the principle on which 
he operated is more general; the death of a righteous person 
is a calamity for the world, and one should attempt to avoid 
relating news of that sort explicitly. The same principle ap- 
plies to the next incident in the Gemara, in which Yohanan 
of Hakuk preferred not to mention directly the inferior quality 
of the wheat crop (Meiri). 
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PERSONALITIES 


The family of Rabbi Hiyya and Rav - 31) 8M a1 NNW: The 
diagram presents the lineage of Rav’s family over several gen- 
erations. The patriarch of this family was Abba Karsela, whose 
son was Rabbi Aha from the city of Kafri. Rabbi Aha had a son 
named Rabbi Abba, who married and fathered four children: 
Hanna, Sheila, Marta, who according to some commentaries 
were all women, and Ayevu. Rabbi Abba subsequently married 
another woman, who had a daughter named Imma from a 
previous marriage. Rabbi Hiyya was Rabbi Abba's son from his 
second marriage. Rabbi Abba’s son from his first marriage, Ayevu, 
later married his stepsister Imma, Rabbi Hiyya's sister from his 
mother’s side. Despite their family ties, this marriage is hala- 
khically permitted. They bore a son and named him Abba, also 
known as Rav. Incidentally, the other sons also had descendants 
who were prominent Torah scholars. 


Rabbi Aha of Kafri 
| 
T J 
A £ E: 
= [e] Leg a 
Cc 5 [ey a 
> Sa > o 
z = T =. 
2 D 5 D 
e (J e (J 
e Hiyya e 
5 PEur 
IN, S P, 3 
» cao 5 
Rav (Abba) | 
Pe) 
v 
< 
ow 


Rabbi Hiyya and Ray's family tree 


HALAKHA 
Is Imma alive - 1277 KXN: Although it is not obligatory to 
inform a person that one of his family members, even one of his 
parents, has died, if he asks, one should inform him and should 
not lie. This halakha is based on Rav’s statement here (Beit Yosef 
in the name of Mordekhai; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 402:12). 


Wearing shoes is prohibited for a mourner — nowa voyhax 
Dnon: Wearing leather shoes is prohibited for a mourner. How- 
ever, if he is walking in a place where there is danger posed 
by scorpions or disease (Shakh) it is permitted to wear shoes 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 382:1). 


Distant tidings - npin myw: If one hears about the death of a 
relative thirty days or more after he or she has died, the ordinary 
halakhot of mourning are not in effect. Instead, he mourns for 
one day, and it is enough if he performs a symbolic gesture of 
mourning, e.g., removing his shoes or turning over his bed, in 
accordance with Rabbi Hiyya’s example (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 402:2-3). 


The legal status of part of the day is like that of an entire day - 
trap Diva ny: This principle applies to many areas of halakha, 
especially the halakhot of mourning. If a mourner practiced the 
customs of mourning for a portion of the day it is considered 
as though he observed them for the entire day, in accordance 
with the actions of Rabbi Hiyya (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 402:1). 


16 


PEREK I: 4A°.1797’X 5 


33 MOM oa INN Ja 31 
1X onb pbo 3 DANK 
XIX: wh wx 20p 1X: a 
INDY NPY m vax np 

2p iN m TWN 


Syma yin yaw ar) sox 
yrs mad same bp Phim 
bay: APA POW , nbn myn yaw 
mn pow Sapa Toma IDK 
xox DATI AY API TYY 
Dia nypa AD ows MY OF 
Sasa 


YOW PON YT UIT ONT NITI 
PPIP INST Mp ya Aw 
oyw VIV IND iay 


The Gemara relates: Rav was the son of Rabbi Hiyya’s half broth- 
er and the son of Rabbi Hiyya’s half sister, as Ayevu, Rav’s father, 
married his own stepsister, Imma.’ When Rav ascended there, to 
Eretz Yisrael, Rabbi Hiyya said to Rav: Is your father, Ayevu, 
alive?" He said to him, replying with a question: Is your sister, 
Imma, alive? He said to him: Indeed, is Imma alive?" He said to 
him: Is Ayevu alive? Upon hearing this, Rabbi Hiyya understood 
that both Ayevu and Imma had passed away, and Rav did not wish 
to say so explicitly. 


Rabbi Hiyya said to his attendant: Remove my shoes and carry 
my garments after me to the bathhouse. The Gemara comments: 
Learn from Rabbi Hiyya’s instructions three halakhot. Learn 
from it that wearing shoes is prohibited for a mourner,™ which 
is why he instructed his servant to remove his shoes. And learn 
from it that for distant tidings" mourning is practiced only one 
day. One who receives tidings of the death ofa relative more than 
thirty days after he died, does not mourn for seven days. The 
halakhot of mourning apply for only a single day. And learn from 
it that with regard to the halakhot of mourning, the legal status of 
part of the day is like that of an entire day.™ The Gemara derives 
this halakha from the fact that Rabbi Hiyya removed his shoes 
and immediately thereafter went to the bathhouse, an act that is 
prohibited for a mourner. He was permitted to do so because the 
restrictions of the mourning period were no longer in effect after 
briefly going without shoes. 


With regard to the precision required in language, the Gemara 
relates: A certain man would regularly say whenever involved in 
conflict: Adjudicate my case [dunu dini]." The Sages said: Learn 
from it that he descends from the tribe of Dan, as it is written: 

“Dan will judge [yadin] his people like one of the tribes of Is- 
rael” (Genesis 49:16). He expressed himself that way due to his 
lineage. 


NOTES 
receives distant tidings does not practice all the customs of 


Is Ayevu alive — 0° 14K: See the two explanations in Rashi. 
See also Josafot, who cite Rabbeinu Hananel’s alternative 
version and corresponding explanation of this story. One 
issue that differs in the variant readings of the incident is 
whether Rabbi Hiyya asked Rav about his own parents, i.e., 
Rav's grandparents, or about Rav’s parents, i.e., Rabbi Hiyya’s 
half brother and half sister. Part of the difficulty in deciphering 
this incident stems from the fact that Abba, which appears in 
some texts instead of Ayevu, and /mma could be either titles 
for parents or first names. According to Rabbeinu Hananel, 
Rav responded by referring to people who were still alive, i.e., 
his own parents, avoiding any mention of those who died, 
i.e., Rabbi Hiyya’s parents, in order to avoid relating bad news 
explicitly (Josefot Rabbeinu Peretz). 


Wearing shoes is prohibited for a mourner - 11DX bax 
arpa nyna: Although this halakha is well known, as the 
Gemara (Moed Katan 15b) derives it from Ezekiel 24:17, it can 
be inferred from Rabbi Hiyya's actions that although one who 


mourning, it is appropriate to practice those which directly 
affect his body (Ritva). 


Part of the day is like that of an entire day - ova nypa 
bapa: Although the Gemara could have simply stated that in 
this situation one mourns only for a brief period, it cites the 
principle: The legal status of part of the day is like that of an 
entire day, because it is a significant principle in the halakhot 
of mourning (Ritva). 


Adjudicate my case — 131 331: Some commentaries explain 
hat this man would often say: Adjudicate my case, as an oath 
or an incantation before he set out to do anything. Elsewhere, 
he Sages say that this practice contains an element of the 
ways of the Amorites, i.e., superstitious gentile practices, and 
might even constitute idolatry (Shabbat 67a-b). Therefore, 
he Sages investigated his background and discovered that 
he would speak in this manner because he descended from 
he tribe of Dan (based on the geonim, cited in the Meiri). 
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The Gemara relates a similar incident: A certain man would regu- 
larly walk and say: The bushes on the seashore are cypresses™ 
(ge’onim), i.e., items located by the sea are more beautiful than 
those found in other places. They examined his lineage and found 
that he descends from the tribe of Zebulun, as it is written: “Ze- 
bulun shall dwell by the seashore” (Genesis 49:13). That explains 
his love of all things close to the sea. 


The Gemara returns to the issue of the search for leaven. And now 
that we maintain that everyone agrees the word or in the mishna 

is evening, consider the following: After all, both according to 

the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda and according to that of Rabbi Meir, 
who disagree with regard to the deadline decreed by the Sages to 

remove all leaven, it is prohibited to derive benefit from leavened 

bread by Torah law only from the sixth hour of the day and on- 
ward. And if so, let us search for leaven at six hours of the day, and 

eliminate the leaven at that point. 


And lest you say that this halakha is in accordance with the prin- 
ciple that the vigilant are early in the performance of mitzvot, let 

us search in the morning. The principle: The vigilant are early in 

the performance of mitzvot, is derived, as it is written: “And on 

the eighth day the flesh of his foreskin shall be circumcised” 
(Leviticus 12:3). And it was taught in a baraita: The entire day is 

suitable for performance of the mitzva of circumcision; however, 
the vigilant are early in the performance of mitzvot, and circum- 
cise in the morning." As it is stated with regard to the binding of 
Isaac: “And Abraham arose early in the morning” (Genesis 22:3) 

after hearing God’s command. This indicates that Abraham arose 

early in his eagerness to perform God’s commandment. 


The Gemara cites an answer to its initial question of why the search 
for leaven is not conducted in the morning. Rav Nahman bar 
Yitzhak said: One searches for leaven in the evening as it is a 
time when people are found in their homes, and they have the 
opportunity to perform the search. And furthermore, the light 
of the lamp is favorable for conducting a search specifically at 
night. As the search is conducted with a lamp, it is preferable to 
search at night." 


Abaye said: Therefore," in light of the above halakha, a Torah 
scholar should not begin his regularly scheduled period of Torah 
study" in the evening at the conclusion of the thirteenth of Nisan 
that is the evening of the fourteenth," as perhaps he will become 
engrossed in the halakha he is studying and will come to be 
prevented from performing the mitzva of searching for leaven. 


The bushes on the seashore are cypresses — X12) Y3% 
ONY DDK: Some commentaries explain that he would 
say: On the seashore one finds only cypress trees. He would 
regularly issue statements to this effect, meaning that in 
all places one should expect to find only objects that are 


usually there (geonim). 


The search for leaven on the evening of the fourteenth — 
wy myaqyd ix 7113: The two reasons mentioned in 
the Gemara are complementary. In other words, even if a 
person is at home during the day, or if his house is dark and 
he could theoretically search by candlelight during the day, 
he should nevertheless fulfill both criteria and conduct the 
search at the proper time (Rabbi Yonatan). In the Jerusalem 
Talmud another reason was provided. The verse states: “And 


NOTES 
you shall observe this day” (Exodus 12:17), indicating that 
the entire day of the fourteenth should be devoted to the 
elimination of leaven, including the night before. 


Therefore — san: In other words, although it was already 
stated in the mishna that one searches for leaven in the eve- 
ning, this does not necessarily mean that that this obligation 
overrides the mitzva of Torah study. The Gemara therefore 
informs us that there is a unique obligation to search for 
leaven at this particular time (Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 


Begin his regularly scheduled period of Torah study — 
| nna: Some commentaries say that it is only prohib- 
ited to begin studying a new tractate, as due to the difficulty 
one will be preoccupied and fail to perform the search for 
leaven (Rabbi Yitzhak ibn Giat). 


BACKGROUND 
Cypresses — XNK YA: The species of cypress that is native to the 
Mediterranean region is the Mediterranean cypress, also known as 
Cupressus sempervirens. It is a medium-sized evergreen tree with 
a conic crown with level branches and variably loosely hanging 
branchlets. It is very long-lived, with some trees reported to be 
over a thousand years old. 


Mediterranean cypresses in Israel 


HALAKHA 


Time of circumcision — moon yt: A father may perform circumci- 
sion anytime during the entire eighth day of his son's life. However, 
it is a mitzva to be diligent and perform it early in the day (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 262:1). 


Torah study on the evening of the fourteenth - 7ixa ab 
wy mya): One should not begin to study Torah on the evening 
of the fourteenth of Nisan before searching for leaven, even if he 
regularly studies at that time every day, in accordance with the 
opinion of Abaye. With regard to one who began studying before 
it grew dark, some authorities rule that he is not required to stop 
(Beit Yosef based on Rabbeinu Yona), while others rule that he must 
interrupt his studies (Rema, based on the Tur). One who participates 
in a Torah lecture in the synagogue is permitted to do so even at that 
hour, as it will eventually end and he can then proceed to conduct 
the search (Beer Heitev). Even in that case he should not engage in 
intensive study, lest he become preoccupied and forget to search 
for leaven (Magen Avraham; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 431:2). 
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NOTES 


Lessor and lessee — Iai" Wat: Some commentaries 
suggest that both the lessor and the lessee are exempt 
by Torah law, for different reasons. The lessor is exempt 
due to the fact that the property is not in his posses- 
sion, while the lessee is exempt because the leaven 
does not belong to him. According to this opinion, the 
entire discussion is referring only to their obligations 
by rabbinic law (Rabbeinu Gershom). 


Mezuza — mwa: The obligation to affix a mezuza is 
incumbent upon one who lives in a house that he 
owns. The Sages extended this obligation to one who 
establishes residence in a house that belongs to some- 
one else (Josefot Rabbeinu Peretz). 


HALAKHA 


The obligation to affix a mezuza - mwa nain: A renter 
is required to affix a mezuza to the doorpost of the 
house he is renting, as it is the resident who is obligat- 
ed to affix the mezuza (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 291:2). 


The obligation to search for leaven - npa nain 
ynn: If the owner of a house who lets it to another 
delivered the keys to the lessee before the evening 
of the fourteenth of Nisan, the lessee is obligated to 
search for leaven. If the keys were delivered afterward, 
the lessor is obligated to perform the search (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 437:1). 


Perek I 
Daf4 Amud b 


NOTES 

Haverim - man: The haverim were members of a 
group or class of people that were meticulous in their 
observance of several mitzvot that most common 

people [amei ha‘aretz] were not meticulous in observ- 
ing. One who sought to enter a society of that kind had 

to formally accept its practices in the presence of three 
other members, who served as a kind of court for this 
purpose. The main emphasis of these groups was the 
strict observance of the halakhot of teruma and tithes 
and careful adherence to the halakhot of ritual purity, 
to the extent that they would eat even non-sacred 
food ina state of ritual purity. As a rule, a Torah scholar 
was typically a haver, but a haver was not necessarily a 
Torah scholar. Acceptance as a member of this group 
removed an individual from the category of acommon, 
uneducated person, and his statements with regard to 
tithes and ritual purity were deemed reliable. In later 
generations, the term took on a more restricted mean- 
ing and was used to refer only to prominent scholars. 


Even only that day — 721 133.. Soars: In the Jerusalem 
Talmud, this case is restricted to one involving a haver 
who died with a clear mind and could therefore have 
tithed the produce himself or appointed an agent to 
do so on his behalf. 
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They raised a dilemma before Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak: With regard 
to one who lets a house to another on the fourteenth of Nisan, upon 
whom is it incumbent to search for leaven? Is it incumbent upon the 
lessor to search for leaven, as the leavened bread is his; or is it perhaps 
incumbent upon the lessee to search, as the source of the prohibition 
is in his domain since he will be living in the house during Passover?" 
He answered: Come and hear an answer from a baraita: With regard 
to one who lets a house to another, the obligation is upon the lessee 
to affix a mezuza" for it. Apparently, the person renting the house is 
obligated to perform the mitzvot connected to the house. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: There, in the case of mezuza, didn’t Rav 
Mesharshiya say: Affixing a mezuza is the obligation of the resident?" 
The fact is that the owner of an uninhabited house is not obligated to 
affix a mezuza to its doors. Ifso, the question remains, what is the halakha 
here? Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said to them that we already learned 
the resolution to this dilemma in a baraita: One who rents a house to 
another, if before he delivered the keys to the renter the fourteenth of 
Nisan began, the obligation is upon the lessor to search for leaven. And 
if it was after he delivered the keys to him that the fourteenth began, 
the obligation is upon the lessee to search for leaven." 


They raised another dilemma before Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak: With 
regard to one who lets a house to another on the fourteenth of Nisan, 
is its presumptive status that it has been searched or is it not its pre- 
sumptive status that it has been searched? The Gemara asks: What is 
the practical difference between these possibilities? Let him ask the 
owner of the house. The Gemara responds: The situation here is one 
where the owner is not here to ask him. The dilemma is whether or not 
to impose upon the renter to search for the leaven. What is the halakha? 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said to them that we already learned the 
resolution to this dilemma based on a related baraita: Everyone is be- 
lieved to provide testimony about the elimination of leavened bread; 
even women, even slaves, and even minors. Although these people are 
typically not relied upon to deliver testimony, they are believed when 
they provide testimony that they have eliminated leaven. The Gemara 
asks: What is the reason that they are believed? 


Isn't it due to the fact that the presumptive status of the house is that 
it has been searched, as this tanna maintains: All are considered 
haverim" with regard to the search for leavened bread. A haver is 
one with the presumptive status of trustworthiness with regard to a 
given matter, e.g. ritual purity and impurity, tithes, etc. In this case, since 
everyone has haver status with regard to searching for leaven, everyone 
is deemed trustworthy to have performed the requisite action. As it was 
taught in a baraita: With regard to a haver who died and left a store- 
house filled with produce," even if the produce was there only that 
day," the fruit has the presumptive status of produce that was ritually 
prepared, i.e., tithed, as there is no doubt that the haver tithed his pro- 
duce before he died. The same applies to the search for leaven: All are 
considered haverim and are believed. 


A haver who died and left a storehouse filled with produce - 
niva men maa mam naw van: Ifa haver who is known to have 
been scrupulous about separating terumot and tithes died and left 
a storehouse full of produce, it has the presumptive status of hav- 
ing been tithed, even if it came into his possession on the day he 


HALAKHA 


died. The reason is that a haver would not allow produce that had 

not been properly tithed to become available to others. This is the 

halakha provided that he died with all of his intellectual capabili- 
ties intact Jerusalem Talmud). This ruling is in accordance with the 

baraita cited here (Rambam Sefer Zeraiim, Hilkhot Ma‘aserot 10:2). 
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The Gemara challenges this claim: And from where can this be prov- 
en? It is possible that in general a house does not have presumptive 
status that it was searched, and perhaps it is different here, due to 
the fact that these people, e.g., a woman, slave, or minor, expressly 
stated that they conducted the search. Perhaps that is why the house 
is considered to have been searched. The Gemara rejects this conten- 
tion: Is that to say that there is any substance in the statement of 
these people? Since the testimony ofall these is disqualified, they lack 
credibility, and their statements are not reliable. Instead, the reason 
that there is no need to search the rented property for leaven must be 
because of the presumption that it has already been searched. 


The Gemara retorts: Rather, what is the reason that one need not 
search the rented property for leaven? Is it due to the fact that its 
presumptive status is that it has been searched? If so, this statement 
should not read: Everyone is believed, as women, slaves, or minors 
themselves have no credibility. It should have been formulated: With 
regard to all houses on the fourteenth, their presumptive status is 
that they have already been searched, as that is the actual rationale 
for the lenient ruling. 


The Gemara rejects this contention: Rather, what is the alternative? 
Is it that this halakha is due to the statement of these people, and by 
inference, if these people do not say that the house has been searched, 
then no, it cannot be assumed that it was searched? If so, resolve the 
original dilemma from here, as this is proof that the presumptive 
status of the house is not that it has been searched, unless someone 
explicitly states that this is the case. 


The Gemara rejects this conclusion: No, actually I can say to you that 
on the fourteenth its presumptive status is that it has been searched," 
and with what case are we dealing here? This halakha is referring to 
a situation where our presumption is that the owner did not search 
the house, and these women, slaves, or minors say: We searched it." 
Lest you say that the Sages do not believe them, as they are unfit to 
testify, the baraita therefore teaches us that since the search for 
leavened bread is an ordinance by rabbinic law, as by Torah law 
mere nullification of one’s ownership before the prohibition of the 
leaven takes effect is sufficient," the Sages believe them with regard 
to an ordinance instituted by rabbinic law."" 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: With regard to one who lets 
a house to another for Passover, with the presumptive status that it 
was searched, and the lessee discovered that it was not searched, 
what is the halakha? Is it considered a mistaken transaction, and 
the renter can abrogate the deal, claiming that he agreed on the basis 
of his belief that the property had already been searched? Or no, it is 
not considered a mistaken transaction? 


NOTES 


It should have been formulated — mb syana: This explanation 
is significant because it is both a greater novelty and a more 
general principle than merely stating that in this case women, 
slaves, and minors are believed (Maharam Halawa). 


These say, we searched it — 929772 937 “Wax: Some commen- 
aries punctuate the phrase differently. It is not that the women, 
slaves, and minors say: We searched it, rather, that they, i.e., those 
fit to testify, say that women, slaves, and minors searched the 
house, so its presumptive status is that it has been searched 
(Rashash). A variant reading of the text states the opposite: These 
women, slaves, and minors say that he, an adult male, searched 
he house for leaven (Ra’avad). 


By Torah law mere nullification is sufficient - KYY TIT 
xabya byw: There is a fundamental dispute here between 
Rashi and Tosafot with regard to the essence of the nullifica- 
ion of leaven. Is it a form of renunciation of ownership or is it 
an independent halakhic category? According to Rashi, as it is 
prohibited to derive benefit from leaven, it has no monetary 
value and therefore is not subject to ownership. Renouncing 


ownership over an item that is not subject to ownership is 


pointless and, therefore, with regard to leaven on Passover, inef- 


fective. Despite the lack of formal ownership, the Torah places 
the leaven into one’s property, as he has it in mind to eat it. By 
nullifying the leaven, he declares that he no longer has it in 
mind and renders the status of the leaven like the dust of the 
earth (Ramban). 


The Sages believe them with regard to rabbinic law — wt 
92773 7227: Some commentaries explain that although women 
and minors are generally believed concerning mitzvot in which 
hey are obligated (see Tosafot), this case is different, as the 
mitzva to search for leaven is incumbent on the owner of 
he house. Consequently, they have credibility only because 
he search is a rabbinic obligation (Tosefot Rid). Others cite 
explanation in the Jerusalem Talmud that the testimony of a 
woman, in contrast to that of a minor or a slave, is accepted like 
hat of a single witness with regard to matters other than formal 
estimony before the court (Mikhtam). Yet others explain that the 
estimony of women is generally not accepted, even with regard 
o rabbinic matters (Rosh). 


rom the publisher 


HALAKHA 


Presumptive status with regard to the search for leav- 
en — Yan na npin: With regard to one who rents a 
house on the fourteenth of Nisan, it can be assumed that 
the search for leaven has already been performed and the 
renter need only nullify in his heart any leaven that might 
remain in the house. This ruling is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak. Although the Gemara 
rejected his proof, since the search for leaven is a rabbinic 
enactment one can rely on his opinion (Beit Yosef, Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 437:2). 


Credibility with regard to the search for leaven — maay) 
yn npr: If a woman, slave, or minor claimed that 
he or she searched for leaven, even in a house whose 
presumptive status is not that it was searched, the person 
is believed. According to the Rambam, the minor referred 
to here is one capable of conducting the search, whereas 
the later commentaries maintain that it refers to a minor 
who has reached the age of training in mitzvot (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 437:4). 
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NOTES 


A person prefers to perform the mitzva with his 
money - minga myn p> wry mh xma: Even i 
one explicitly says he does not wish to perform amitzva 
with his money, his intention is rendered irrelevant by 
the consensus, as most people wish to perform mitzvo 
themselves (Rabbi Yonatan). Even though earlier a the- 
ory was suggested that the Sages did not impose upon 
a person to spend his money, here it is a small sum. In 
addition, in this case, perhaps he does not consider i 
an imposition (Maharam Halawa). 

Some explain that this applies only in a case where 
one rented the house without stipulation. However, i 
there was a specific stipulation in the rental agreemen 
that the house was searched, and it was not searched, 
the rental agreement is void (Maharam Halawa). 
Others explain that even in that case the agreemen 
is not void. The fact that the renter must pay for the 
search is only because the landlord is away. When the 
landlord returns, he will reimburse the lessee. Accord- 
ing to this explanation, the phrase: A person prefers to 
perform a mitzva with his money, refers to performing a 
mitzva in a residence that he purchased with his money 
(Korban Netanel). Others say that the lessee cannot 
demand reimbursement from the landlord because 
the landlord did not benefit at all from the search that 
was conducted. 


From the sixth hour and onward — mya niy vwn: 
Some commentaries explain that this is referring to 
the mitzva to remove leaven from his property (Rabbi 
Zerahya HaLevi; Josefot Rabbeinu Peretz). Others claim 
that it is referring to the prohibition against eating 
leaven, and that this is the halakha even according to 
Rabbi Shimon (Maharam Halawa). 


HALAKHA 

A mistaken transaction with regard to the search for 
leaven - npa myy npa: With regard to one who 
rents out a house, the presumptive status of which is 
that it was searched, and it turns out that the house had 
not been searched, this is not considered a mistaken 
transaction and the lessee must conduct the search for 
leaven. This ruling applies even in a place where people 
pay others to conduct the search on their behalf. Some 
authorities say that the lessor is required to reimburse 
the lessee for the cost of searching the house (Maggid 
Mishne; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 437:3). 
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma, 
as Abaye said: Needless to say, that in a place where people 
typically do not pay a wage and hire others to conduct the search 
for leaven and everyone searches himself, a person prefers to 
fulfill the mitzva himself. However, even ina place where people 
pay a wage and have others search for leaven, it is not a mistaken 
transaction due to the fact that a person prefers to perform the 
mitzva with his own money." Consequently, it is not considered 
a mistaken transaction, as a person does not object to having to 
perform a mitzva.4 


We learned in a mishna there, that Rabbi Meir says: One may eat 
leaven on the fourteenth day during the entire first five hours of 
the day, and he burns the leaven at the beginning of the sixth 
hour. Rabbi Yehuda says: One may eat leaven for the entire first 
four hours of the day, and one leaves it in abeyance during the 
fifth hour, at which point eating leaven is prohibited but it need 
not be burned yet, and one burns the leaven at the beginning of 
the sixth hour. Everyone agrees, in any case, that leavened bread 
is prohibited by Torah law from the sixth hour and onward." 
From where do we derive this? 


Abaye said: Two verses are written, and the halakha is derived by 
comparing them. It is written in one verse: “Seven days, leaven 
shall not be found in your houses” (Exodus 12:19), indicating that 
throughout these seven days it is prohibited to maintain leaven in 

one’s house. And it is written in another verse: “Yet on the first 
day you shall remove leaven from your houses” (Exodus 12:15), 
indicating that one must remove the leaven on the first day, after 
the Festival has begun. How can this apparent contradiction 

be resolved? The Gemara responds: The latter verse comes to in- 
clude the fourteenth day of Nisan with regard to the elimination 

of leaven. The phrase: On the first day, does not refer to the 

fifteenth of Nisan or to the beginning of the festival of Passover. It 

is referring to the fourteenth, the day on which the Paschal lamb 

is slaughtered. 


The Gemara asks: And say perhaps, that the verse comes to in- 
clude the night of the fifteenth, the first night of Passover, with 
regard to the elimination of leaven. As, were it not for this verse, 
it could enter your mind to say: Seven days is written, which 
indicates by inference: During the days, yes, one is obligated 
to remove leaven, but during the nights, no, there is no require- 
ment to do so. Therefore, the verse teaches us: On the first day, 
one may not be in possession of leaven even during the nights. 
The Gemara rejects this suggestion: That halakha was not neces- 
sary to be derived by the Sages, as it can be learned from another 
source. 


The time for the removal of leaven is juxtaposed to the time when 
the eating of leavened bread is prohibited. When the prohibition 
against eating leaven goes into effect, the obligation to remove 
leaven is in effect as well. And furthermore, the time of the prohi- 
bition against the eating of leavened bread is juxtaposed to the 
time for the eating of matza, as its prohibition takes effect from 
the time that the mitzva to eat matza takes effect. 


The Gemara elaborates: The removal of leaven is juxtaposed to 
the eating of leavened bread, as they appear in the same verse, as 
it is written: “Seven days leaven shall not be found in your hous- 
es, as anyone who eats that which is leavened, that soul shall be 
cut off from the congregation of Israel” (Exodus 12:19). 
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And the prohibition against the eating of leavened bread is juxta- 
posed to the eating of matza, as both appear in the same verse, as it 
is written: “You shall not eat anything that is leavened; in all of your 
dwellings you shall eat matzot, etc.” (Exodus 12:20), and it is written 
with regard to matza: “On the first day, on the fourteenth day in the 
evening you shall eat matzot” (Exodus 12:18). Since the halakha that 
leaven is prohibited on the first night of Passover is derived from this 
source, there is no need for an additional derivation. 


The Gemara asks: And say that the verse: “Yet on the first day you 
shall remove leaven from your houses” comes to include the night of 
the fourteenth in the obligation to remove leaven, which would mean 
that one must remove all leaven from his house on the night of the 
fourteenth. The Gemara rejects this suggestion: That is not possible, 
as “on the day” is written. 


The Gemara continues to ask: And say that leaven must be removed 
immediately from the morning of the fourteenth. The Gemara an- 
swers: That is also incorrect, as the verse says, “Yet on the first day”; 
and the word yet divides." The connotation of the word yet is one of 
restriction. In this context, it teaches that leaven is prohibited not for 
the entire day, but only for part of it. One is obligated to remove 
leaven only for the second half of the fourteenth of Nisan, not for the 
first half of the day. 


The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: We found that the fourteenth 
day is called: First, as it is stated: “On harishon, on the fourteenth 
day of the month” (Exodus 12:18). Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: It 
is evident from the verse itself that it is referring to the removal of 
leaven on the fourteenth, as rishon means previous." In this context, 
first means the day that precedes the others, i.e., the day before the 
Festival begins, as the verse stated: “Are you first [rishon] man born? 
Or were you brought forth before the hills?” (Job 15:7). Based on the 
parallelism between the two parts of the verse, the word rishon here 
means before; the one preceding all others. 


The Gemara asks: But if that is so, consider a verse written with regard 
to Sukkot: “And you shall take for yourselves on the first [harishon] 
day the fruit of a beautiful tree, branches of palm trees, and boughs of 
thick trees, and willows of the brook” (Leviticus 23:40). So too, in 
this case, does harishon mean the day previous to the Festival? Clear- 
ly, one is not obligated to take the four species on the fourteenth of 
Tishrei, the eve of Sukkot. 


The Gemara rejects this contention. There it is different, as it is writ- 
ten immediately thereafter: “And you shall rejoice before the Lord 
your God seven days” (Leviticus 23:40). Just as the seventh of these 
seven days is the seventh day of the Festival, so too, the first of these 
days is the first day of the Festival itself, not the day before Sukkot. 
However, where it is not explicitly stated, rishon means the day before 
the Festival. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty. Here too, it is written with regard to 
Passover: “Yet on the first [harishon] day you shall remove leaven 
from your houses”; “for seven days you shall eat matza” (Exodus 
12:15). Just as seventh here is referring to the seventh day of the Festival, 
so too, rishon must refer to the first day of the Festival. The Gemara 
answers: If so, let the verse write rishon; why do I need the addition 
of the definite article, harishon? Learn from it, as we said: Harishon 
means the day before the Festival. 


The Gemara raises an objection: If so, there too, with regard to Sukkot, 
why do I need the verse to say harishon? And furthermore, there 
it is written: “On the first [harishon] day a solemn rest and on the 
eighth day a solemn rest” (Leviticus 23:39). Here too, say that first 
means previous, the day preceding the Festival. The Gemara rejects 
this suggestion: It is different there, as the verse said: “And on the 
eighth day a solemn rest,” from which it can be inferred that just 
as the eighth means the eighth day of the Festival, so too, rishon is 
referring to the first day of the Festival. 


NOTES 

Yet divides — pon JX: The word yet [akh] connotes 
limitation or exclusion, but see the Jerusalem Talmud 
at the beginning of tractate Pesahim. However, another 
difficulty remains: What leads to the conclusion that 
the word yet limits consumption of leaven specifically 
until midday rather than any other time? See Rashi, 
who answers this question by means of a calculation 
of the letters of the Hebrew alphabet using the method 
alef-het-samekh, beit-tet-ayin, etc., where one substi- 
tutes the Hebrew letter with the letter that appears 
seven letters later in the Hebrew alphabet. The word 
akh, spelled alef, kaf, becomes het, tzadi, meaning half. 
Others explain that akh indicates that in this case one 
does not count the hours of the day from the evening, 
as is the case in most halakhot. Rather, one calculates 
the day as astronomers do, beginning at midday (Meiri, 
in the name of his teachers). 


As rishon means previous — yawn Kip YNT WX: 
In his commentary on the Torah, Rashi combines the 
explanations of Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak and Rava, 
asserting that the two opinions are interdependent. 
Without Rava's opinion, Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak would 
be unable to derive from the term harishon any halakha 
beyond its plain meaning (Maharsha; see also Tosefot 
Rabbeinu Peretz). 
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NOTES 

Vav adds to the previous matter — rive) pray by poin m: 
There is a principle in halakhic midrash that when the Torah 
begins a new topic with the letter vav as a prefix it is expand- 
ing upon the previous matter. In other words, the new issue is 
linked to the earlier one, and its contents constitute a continu- 
ation. When there is no vav prefix, it can be assumed there 
is no definite connection between one topic and the next. 


Three times the word rishon is mentioned — jix: aww: 
When the word rishon is stated with regard to Passover, it is 
referring to the future redemption, when the offspring of 
Amalek will be removed. When it appears in the context of 
the mitzva of sukka, rishon evokes the clouds of divine glory 
and alludes to the Temple. Rishon mentioned in the context of 
lulav alludes to the celebration that will accompany the com- 
ing of the Messiah (Maharsha; Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto). 


HALAKHA 


The Paschal lamb and leavened bread - yam mba 137p: 
By Torah law, it is prohibited to eat leaven on the day before 
Passover from the beginning of the seventh hour, i.e., from 
noon. The authorities disagree as to whether one who eats 
eaven between noon and the start of the Festival is flogged 
or violating the prohibition: "You shall not slaughter the blood 
of My offering over leavened bread” (Exodus 34:25). Some 
commentaries claim that the dispute between Abaye and 
Rava revolves around this point. According to Abaye, although 
it is prohibited to eat leaven on the fourteenth of Nisan after 
midday, one who does so is not flogged. Rava maintains that 
he is flogged. The Rif cites Abaye’s interpretation, indicating 
hat the Rif maintains that one who eats leaven at this time 
is flogged (Shiltei HaGibborim). The Ba'al HaMaor and Sefer 
Ha'lttur agree. In contrast, according to the Rambam, the 
Rosh, and the Tur, one is flogged for eating leaven at that time 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 1:8). 
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The Gemara repeats its earlier question: Why do I need the verse 

to say harishon? The Gemara answers: The definite article comes 

to exclude the intermediate days of the Festival. It is not prohib- 
ited to perform labor on these days, as the full-fledged sanctity of 
the Festival does not apply to them. The Gemara says: The status 

of the intermediate days is derived from the words first and 

eighth. The fact that the verse mentions only the first and the 

eighth days as Festivals clearly indicates that the days between 

them are not Festivals. 


The Gemara answers: Nevertheless, a special verse was necessary 
to exclude the intermediate Festival days, as otherwise it could 
enter your mind to say that since the Merciful One writes: “And 
on the eighth day,’ the principle: The letter vav adds to the previ- 
ous matter," applies. When a phrase begins with the conjunction 
vav, meaning and, it is a continuation of the previous matter rather 
than a new topic. Based on this principle, I might have said that one 
must treat even the intermediate days as full-fledged Festival days. 
Therefore, the definite article teaches us not that this is not so. 


The Gemara asks: And let the Merciful One write in the Torah 
neither the conjunction vav nor the definite article heh. Since they 
neutralize each other, as explained above, the same result could 
have been achieved by omitting both. And furthermore, there, in 
its description of Passover, it is written: “On the first [harishon] 
day you shall have a sacred convocation; you shall do no servile 
work” (Leviticus 23:7). Does first mean previous, the day preced- 
ing the Festival, in this case too? Labor is permitted on the eve of 
the Festival. 


Rather, the Gemara explains that those three times the word 
rishon is mentioned" with regard to the Festivals are necessary 
for that which the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught. As the 
school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: In reward for the three times 
the word rishon is stated with regard to the Festivals observed by 
the Jewish people, they were entitled to three matters also re- 
ferred to as rishon: To eradicate the descendants of Esau, to the 
construction of the Temple, and to the name of Messiah. 


The tanna provides the sources for his statement. To eradicate the 
descendants of Esau, as it is written: “And the first [harishon] 
came forth red, all over like a hairy mantle; and they called his 
name Esau” (Genesis 25:25). And to the construction of the 
Temple, as it is written: “The Throne of Glory, on High from 
the beginning [merishon], the place of our Temple” (Jeremiah 
17:12). And the Jewish people were also entitled to the name of 
Messiah, as it is written: “A harbinger [rishon] to Zion I will 
give: Behold, behold them; and to Jerusalem a messenger of good 
tidings” (Isaiah 41:27). However, harishon stated with regard to 
Passover is referring to the day before the Festival. 


Rava said: The halakha that leaven is prohibited from midday on 

the fourteenth of Nisan is derived from here: “You shall not 

slaughter the blood of My offering over leavened bread; neither 

shall the offering of the feast of the Passover be left to the morning” 
(Exodus 34:25). This verse means that you shall not slaughter the 

Paschal lamb while your leavened bread is still intact." In other 

words, all leaven must be removed before the time the Paschal 

lamb may be slaughtered. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: And say that the verse means that 
each and every person must ensure that he has no leaven in his 
possession when he slaughters his own Paschal lamb, and there 
is no fixed time for this prohibition. The Gemara answers: The 
Merciful One states the time of the slaughter of the Paschal lamb, 
which begins at the end of the sixth hour. In other words, this verse 
is referring to a particular point in time, rather than the individual 
act of slaughtering the Paschal lamb. 
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The Gemara adds that some of the aforementioned opinions were 

also taught in a baraita: “Yet on the first day you shall remove 

leaven from your houses” (Exodus 12:15). This prohibition is 

in effect from the eve of the Festival. Or perhaps that is not the 

case, but it applies only to the Festival itself. The verse states: “You 

shall not slaughter the blood of My offering over leavened bread” 
(Exodus 34:25), meaning that you shall not slaughter the Paschal 

lamb while your leavened bread is still intact. This is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Yishmael. 


Rabbi Akiva" says: There is no need for this proof, as it says: “Yet 
on the first day you shall remove leaven from your houses,” and 
it is written: “And on the first day there shall be to you a sacred 
convocation, and on the seventh day a sacred convocation; you 
shall perform no manner of work on them” (Exodus 12:17). And 
we found that kindling a fire is a primary category of prohibited 
labor. Since the fire in which the leaven is burned is not for the 
preparation of food, kindling it is not performed for the purpose of 
the Festival. Therefore, it is prohibited to burn the leaven on the 
Festival itself. Consequently, one must burn the leaven on the day 
before the Festival. 


Rabbi Yosei says: There is no need for that proof either, as it says: 


“Yet on the first day you shall remove leaven from your houses.” 


This prohibition applies from the eve of the Festival. Or perhaps 
that is not the case, but it applies only to the Festival itself. The 
verse states: Yet, which comes to divide the day into two parts; the 
first half, when leaven is permitted, and the second half, when it is 
prohibited. And if this verse is referring to the first day of the Fes- 
tival itself, is leaven permitted on the actual Festival? As explained 
above, the removal of leaven is juxtaposed to the eating of leav- 
ened bread, and the eating of leavened bread is juxtaposed to the 
eating of matza. Rava said: 


Learn from the statement of Rabbi Akiva three halakhot. Learn 
from it that the removal of leavened bread can be performed 
only by means of burning. Rabbi Akiva bases his opinion on the 
fact that it is prohibited to kindle a fire on the Festival. 

And second, learn from it that the prohibition against kindling a fire 
on Shabbat was specifically singled out in the Torah to divide" 
the various primary categories of labor and to establish liability 
for performance of each of them. The dissenting opinion is that 
kindling is singled out to teach that there is no capital punish- 
ment for performing that primary category of labor. 

And third, learn from it that we do not say: Since it is permitted 
to kindle a fire for the purpose of preparing food, it is also per- 
mitted to light a fire not for the purpose of preparing food, e.g., 
to burn leaven. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: “Seven days leaven shall not be 
found in your houses” (Exodus 12:19). To what purpose does the 
verse state this prohibition? Wasn’t it already stated: “And no 
leaven shall be seen with you, neither shall there be leavened 
bread seen with you, in all your borders” (Exodus 13:7)? 


The baraita answers: Because it is stated: “And no leaven shall be 

seen with you,’ which teaches that your own leaven you may not 

see, but you may see leaven that belongs to others, i.e., gentiles, and 

leaven consecrated to God. In light of this halakha, I might have 

thought that one may conceal leaven in one’s home or accept de- 
posits of leaven from a gentile. Therefore, the verse states: “Shall 

not be found,” meaning that one may not retain any type of leaven 

in one’s house at all. 
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NOTES 

The opinion of Rabbi Akiva - xa*py a7 New: Had the 
Torah mandated to burn leaven on the fifteenth of Nisan, 
what would be the problem? The positive mitzva to burn 
leaven should override the negative mitzva against kin- 
dling fire. Apparently, Rabbi Akiva's opinion is based on the 
uncertainty whether the verse is referring to the fifteenth 
or the fourteenth of Nisan. This proof tilts the scale in favor 
of the opinion that the verse is referring to the fourteenth 
(Responsa of Rabbi Yitzhak Meir of Gur). 


— NOTES =—W——____- 
Singled out to divide - ny? pon: The tannaiim dispute 
the implication of the fact that the verse “You shall not 
kindle a fire in any of your dwellings on the day of Shabbat” 
(Exodus 35:3) specifically singles out the act of kindling a fire 
as opposed to the rest of thirty-nine prohibited categories 
of labor on Shabbat, which were derived through juxta- 
position with the construction of the Tabernacle. Some 
tanna‘im explain that this type of labor is singled out to 
teach the principle of division, i.e. that one is liable to be 
punished with karet for violation of any one of the primary 
categories of labor on Shabbat and is liable to bring multi- 
ple sin-offerings for each primary category of labor violated 
unwittingly. Others contend that kindling was singled out 
to teach that this prohibition is less severe than the other 
categories of labor. Whereas the punishment for violation 
of any of the other categories of labor is karet, the status of 
the prohibition against kindling a fire on Shabbat is not a 
capital crime and is punished with lashes. 

As for the proof from Rabbi Akiva’s opinion, Rashi ex- 
plains that it is derived from the fact that he is referring 
to kindling as a primary category of labor. Tosafot cite this 
interpretation as well. Rabbeinu Hananel explains that the 
fact that the mitzva to burn leaven does not override the 
prohibition against kindling a fire proves that it is punish- 
able by karet. If kindling a fire on Shabbat were an ordi- 
nary prohibition, the commandment to burn leaven would 
override it (see Rabbi A. Y. Kook in Tuv Reʻiya). 
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BACKGROUND 


Pits, ditches, and caves — mwa Mw sia: These three struc- 
tures, referenced in the Gemara, are distinguished as follows: 
A pit is narrow and round; a ditch is long and narrow; and a 
cave is similar to a pit, except that it is covered. 


Ditches 


Cave 
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Whom you overcame - imwaraw: Some commentaries ex- 
plain that this is referring to a gentile who is enslaved by a Jew, 
whereas the gentile who dwells with you in the courtyard is 
merely an employee (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


Verbal analogy — mW mp: This is a fundamental talmudic 
principle of biblical interpretation, appearing in all standard 
lists of exegetical principles. If the same word or phrase 
appears in two places in the Torah, and a certain halakha 
is explicitly stated in one of these places, one may infer, on 
the basis of a verbal analogy, that the same halakha must 
apply in the other case as well. Consequently, the inferences 
drawn on the basis of verbal analogy rely on verbal identity 
rather than on conceptual similarity. For example, the Torah 
states concerning those convicted of certain types of sorcery: 
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The tanna continues: Had only this verse been stated, I would have 
derived nothing other than this halakha with regard to a gentile 
whom you did not overcome and who does not dwell with you 
in the courtyard. With regard to a gentile whom you overcame" 
and who dwells with you in the courtyard, from where do we 
know that he is also included in this prohibition? The verse states: 


“It shall not be found in your houses” at all, i.e., anywhere in one’s 


possession. 


The baraita further states that from the verse: “It shall not be found 
in your houses,” I have derived nothing other than the fact that this 
prohibition applies to leaven that is actually in your houses. From 
where is it derived that this halakha applies even to leaven in pits, 
ditches, and caves?® The verse states: In all your borders, i.e., 
anywhere that belongs to you. 


And still I can say: If there is leaven in your houses, one violates 
the prohibition that leaven shall not be seen and the prohibition 
that it shall not be found, as well as the prohibitions of you shall 
not conceal and you shall not receive deposits from a gentile. 
Meanwhile, in your borders, outside your home, your own leaven 
you may not see, but you may see leaven that belongs to others, i.e., 
gentiles, and leaven consecrated to God. From where is it derived 
that it is proper to apply the prohibition that was said about this 
place to that place, and the prohibition that was said about that 
place to this place? 


The tanna answers that the verse states the term leaven with regard 

to houses and the term leaven with regard to borders as a verbal 

analogy." It states leaven with regard to houses: “Seven days leav- 
en shall not be found in your houses,” and it states leaven with 

regard to borders: “Neither shall there be leaven seen with you.”’ 

Just as for the leaven stated with regard to houses one trans- 
gresses the prohibition that leaven shall not be seen and the pro- 
hibition that it shall not be found, and the prohibitions of one shall 

not conceal and one shall not receive deposits from a gentile, so 

too, for the leaven stated with regard to borders, one transgress- 
es the prohibition that leaven shall not be seen and the prohibition 

that it shall not be found, and the prohibitions of one shall not 

conceal and one shall not receive deposits from a gentile. 


The converse is also true: Just as concerning the leaven stated with 
regard to borders, your own leaven you may not see, but you may 
see leaven that belongs to others, i.e., gentiles, and leaven conse- 
crated to God, so too, concerning the leaven stated with regard to 
houses: Your own leaven you may not see, but you may see leaven 
that belongs to others and leaven consecrated to God." 


The Gemara addresses several difficult aspects of this baraita. The 

Master said: I would have derived nothing other than this halakha 

with regard to a gentile whom you did not overcome and who 

does not dwell with you in the courtyard. With regard to a gentile 

whom you overcame and who dwells with you in the courtyard, 
from where is it derived that he is also included in this prohibition? 

The verse states: “It shall not be found in your houses.” 


“Shall surely be put to death; they shall stone them with stones; 
their blood shall be upon them’” (Leviticus 20:27). Since this 


verse uses the expression: “Their blood shall be upon them” 


when speaking of death by stoning, the Talmud infers by verbal 
analogy that in all cases where this expression is used, capital 
punishment is to be inflicted by stoning. Generally, inferences 
are drawn through verbal analogy only if the same word or 
phrase appears in both of the verses being compared, although 
a verbal analogy is occasionally drawn even if the words be- 
ing compared are not identical, provided that their meanings 
are similar. 


Leaven in houses and in borders — phan Dona iNY: This 


is a free verbal analogy, i.e., based on terms superfluous in 
their own context and therefore irrefutable, as according to 


Beit Hillel, one derives the status of removal of leaven from 
the status of eating it. According to Beit Shammai it is also 
superfluous. Since the verse says twice: It shall not be seen, it 
is therefore a free verbal analogy (Josafot of Rabbi Shimshon 
of Saens). 


Verbal analogy, houses, and borders — pan Dna mw TPR: 
Some commentaries explain that this verbal analogy equates 
the status of houses and borders entirely, with regard to the 
halakhot of leaven (Rabbi Aharon HaLevi, in the name of his 
teacher). Others claim that this verbal analogy comes only to 
rule leniently in houses with regard to deposits for which one 
did not accept responsibility and to rule stringently in borders 
with regard to deposits for which he accepted responsibility 
(Ritva). 
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The Gemara questions the logic of this proof. On the contrary;" the 
prohibition regarding the leaven of a gentile who is subservient to 
and lives with a Jew is more obvious than the prohibition regarding 
the leaven of a gentile who is neither. The tanna should have started 
with the leaven belonging to a gentile who is subservient to a Jew. 
Abaye said: Reverse the order of the statement: I might have thought 
that only leaven owned by a gentile whom you overcame and who 
dwells with you in the courtyard is prohibited; but leaven owned by 
a gentile whom you did not overcome and who does not dwell with 
you in the courtyard is permitted. 


Rava said: Actually, do not reverse the order, as this statement is not 
in fact a continuation of the previous one and instead it applies to 
the first clause of the baraita, which deals with the time when leaven 
is permitted. The entire statement should read as follows: Your own 
leaven you may not see, but you may see leaven that belongs to oth- 
ers, i.e., gentiles, and leaven consecrated to God, as one is not com- 
manded to remove leaven that belongs to a gentile. I have derived 
nothing other than this halakha with regard to a gentile whom you 
did not overcome and who does not dwell with you in the court- 
yard, as the leaven belonging to that gentile is in no way tied to the 
Jew. With regard to a gentile whom you overcame and who dwells 
with you in the courtyard, from where is it derived that he is also 
included in this leniency? The verse states: “It shall not be found.” 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: This tanna seeks permission for see- 
ing the leaven of a gentile, and yet he cites a verse to establish a 
prohibition. The Gemara answers that the tanna did not cite proof 
from the phrase: It shall not be found. Due to the fact that it is stated: 

“No leaven shall be seen with you in all your borders” (Exodus 12:7) 
and “No leaven shall be seen with you" in all your borders” (Deuter- 
onomy 16:4) twice, one of them is superfluous and may be appended 
to: It shall not be found, creating the prohibition: It shall not be found 
with you. Only leaven belonging to a Jew is prohibited." 


The Gemara continues its analysis of the baraita. The Master said: I 
might have thought that one may conceal leaven in one’s home or 
accept deposits of leaven from the gentiles. Therefore, the verse 
states: It shall not be found. The Gemara asks: But didn’t you say 
in the first clause of the baraita: Your own leaven you may not see, 
but you may see leaven that belongs to others and leaven conse- 
crated to God, indicating that it is permitted to have leaven in one’s 
house if it belongs to a gentile? 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult; in this case it is prohibited, 
as he accepted upon himself responsibility to pay for the leaven if 
it is destroyed. Therefore, it is considered as though the leaven be- 
longed to him. In that case it is permitted, as he did not accept upon 
himself responsibility, and therefore the leaven remains the full- 
fledged property of the gentile. 


That ruling is like that which Rava said to the residents of Mehoza:* 
Remove the leavened bread that belongs to the members of the 
gentile army from your houses. Gentile soldiers would bring flour 
with them and force the people in the city to prepare bread on their 
behalf. Rava explained the rationale for his ruling: Since if the flour 
were stolen or if it were lost, it stands in your possession and you 
would be required to pay for it, its legal status is as if it were yours, 
and it is prohibited to keep it during Passover. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: This explanation works out well 
according to the one who said: The legal status of an object that 
effects monetary loss" is like that of money. If an item is inherently 
or currently worthless, but if it is lost or stolen one would be obli- 
gated to pay to replace it, its legal status is like that of money. There- 
fore, the Jews’ responsibility for the leaven renders its legal status as 
if it belonged to them. However, according to the one who said: The 
legal status of an object that effects monetary loss is not like that of 
money, what can be said? 


NOTES 

On the contrary [kelapei laya] - x sho: This phrase 
expresses a sense of astonishment: What are you saying? 
Actually the opposite makes sense. Some commentar- 
ies explain that this expression should be understood as: 
Toward the tail [ke/apei alya], i.e., the statement is focusing 
on the tail instead of the head (Rabbeinu Hananel; Arukh; 
and others). 


With you, with you — P H: Rashi and Rav Yehuda ben 
Rav Binyamin HaRofeh explain that this derivation is based 
on the exegetical principle: /m eino inyan. The Torah does 
not have any unnecessary words. If a word written in one 
context is superfluous or meaningless, it apparently comes 
to teach a halakha in another context. Others explain that 
this is a case of an exclusionary term followed by an ex- 
clusionary term, which is understood to be inclusionary. 
Based on that, all leaven should be prohibited. However, 
a comprehensive prohibition could have been derived 
from the verse: It shall not be found. And from the repeti- 
tion of the exclusionary term: With you, alone it could be 
derived that leaven that belongs to another and leaven 
consecrated to God are not prohibited. From the combi- 
nation of the two it is derived that the prohibition: It shall 
not be found, is referring to a deposit for which one takes 
responsibility and by inference, any deposit for which one 
does not take responsibility is permitted (Sefer Ha'lttur, 
Maharam Halawa). 

Yet others explain that the entire discussion in the Ge- 
mara is with regard to the order of the halakhot in the 
baraita. First, the baraita should have taught that leaven 
belonging to a gentile is permitted and only then teach 
the prohibition against possessing leaven for which one 
took responsibility, even if it belongs to a gentile who was 
not overcome. The Gemara answered that the baraita 
indeed teaches that from the duplication of: With you, 
with you, the halakha is the same with regard to both a 
gentile who was overcome and a gentile who was not 
overcome (Ra'avad). 


An object that effects monetary loss — jian ova 131: 
The concept of an object that effects monetary loss in- 
cludes any item that at present, or in and of itself, has no 
value, but replacing it will cost money, e.g. if one destroys 
another's promissory note. Although the document itself 
is of negligible value, its destruction causes the creditor 
to lose money. 


HALAKHA 


Leaven belonging to him and belonging to others — 
DIN wy bw yan: One violates the prohibition against 
having leaven seen or found in his possession for any 

leaven that belongs to him, even if it is not in his home or 
it is in the house of a gentile. However, one is not liable 

for leaven that belongs to a gentile or which has been 

consecrated, even if it is in his house. This is the case even 

if the Jew overcame the gentile or if he is a resident alien, 
in accordance with Rava (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Hametz UMatza 4:1-2). 


BACKGROUND 


Mehoza — stim: Mehoza was a city on the Tigris River 
located near the Malka River, It was a large commercial 
city, most of whose inhabitants were Jews. Unlike the case 
in most other Jewish communities, the Jews in Mehoza 
generally earned their living from commerce. Many Jews 
in Mehoza were converts or immigrants from several other 
countries. After Neharde’a was destroyed in 259 CE, many 
of the scholars from its yeshiva relocated to Mehoza, which 
became the Torah center of leading scholars such as Rav 
Nahman; Rav Sheshet; Rava, who later became head of the 
yeshiva in Mehoza; Ameimar; and Rav Kahana, who was 
Rav Ashi's teacher. After Abaye’s death in approximately 
338 CE, the yeshiva in Pumbedita, then headed by Rava, 
also moved to Mehoza for a period of time. 


ATN P15: PEREK I: SB 
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HALAKHA 


A gentile who deposited leaven with a Jew - byy Yan PpDmw ia 
byw”: If a gentile deposited his leaven with a Jew and the Jew 
akes responsibility for the deposit if it is stolen or lost, the Jew has 
he status of a paid bailee and is required to remove the leaven as 
hough it belonged to him, even if it is not in his house, in accor- 
dance with the ruling of the baraita. Some authorities rule that the 
Jew must remove this leaven even if he deposited it with another 
gentile (Rema, based on the Hagahot Alfasi). If the second gentile 
accepted responsibility, some rule that he need not remove the 
eaven (Magen Avraham), while others require him to do so (Havot 
Ya'ir). Yet others note that even if the Jew is merely an unpaid bailee, 
he is nevertheless obligated to remove the leaven (Rosh). In a case 
where he did not take responsibility for the deposit but the gentile 
will force him to pay if it is destroyed, he is obligated to remove 
it, in accordance with Rava's instruction to the people of Mehoza. 
However, other authorities disagree (Ra‘avad), and explain that the 
reason why they were obligated to destroy the leaven in Mehoza 
was due to the laws of the monarchy (Vilna Gaon; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 440:1). 


Perek | 
Daf6 Amuda 


LANGUAGE 

Royal tax [arnona] - KINKY: From the Latin annona, meaning 
taxes paid with property, e.g., animals and food, not money. These 
payments were sometimes provisional and irregular, and in this 
regard they were similar to the temporary seizure of property by the 
authorities or members of an army. Occasionally, it was possible to 
purchase exemption from this tax with a sum of money less than 
the value of the object. 


HALAKHA 

An animal born into a herd from which the royal tax is collected — 
sata Nata: If the authorities take animals from a flock of cattle 

as a tax, the Jewish owner is exempt from separating the firstborn 

animals of that flock, as their legal status is that of an animal partially 

owned by a gentile, in accordance with the opinion of Rava. Even if 
the Jew can pay the gentile tax collector money in lieu of the cattle, 
the gentile is nonetheless considered the partial owner (Rema, 
based on Rif and Rosh; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 440:5). 
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The Gemara answers: It is different here, as the verse said: “It 
shall not be found,” indicating that leaven may not be found in 
any place, even if there is only a token connection between the 
leaven and the Jew in whose property it is situated, and even if he 
is not required to pay for it if it is lost or stolen." 


Some state a contrary version of the above discussion. This ex- 
planation works out well according to the one who said: The 
legal status of an object that effects monetary loss is not like that 
of money. 


That is the reason that it is necessary for the Torah to write: It 
shall not be found, to indicate that there is a halakha unique to 
leaven. In this case, it is considered as though it were in his pos- 
session. However, according to the one who said: The legal 
status of an object that effects monetary loss is like that of money, 
why do I need the phrase: It shall not be found? Obviously, the 
leaven is prohibited, as it is considered his property. The Gemara 
answers: It is nonetheless necessary, as it could enter your mind 
to say: Since when the leaven is intact it returns to the gentile in 
its pure, unadulterated form, it retroactively did not stand in the 
Jew’s possession and the Jew did not violate the prohibition 
against having leaven found on his property. Therefore, the verse 
teaches us that it is considered as though the leaven belonged to 
the Jew. 


They raised a dilemma before Rava: Is the owner of an animal 
born into a herd from which the royal tax [arnona]' is collected" 
obligated in the mitzva to give the firstborn animal" to a priest, 
as the animal still belongs to a Jew? Or perhaps he is not obli- 
gated to give the firstborn animal to the priest, as the obligation 
does not take effect on an animal partly owned by a gentile. The 
Gemara elaborates on the parameters of raising the dilemma: In 
any case where the Jew could dismiss the gentile tax collector 
with money in lieu of the animals, we do not raise the dilemma, 
as he is clearly obligated in the mitzva of the firstborn. The au- 
thorities own no part of the animal; the Jew merely owes them a 
monetary debt. Therefore, the animal is the property of the Jew 
exclusively. 


NOTES 


An animal born into a herd from which the royal tax 
[arnona] is collected - KNN M3713: Some commentaries 
say that this is referring to an animal jointly owned by a 
Jew and a gentile (Rabbeinu Hananel; Arukh). Others add 
that the use of the term arnona to refer to partnership is 
derived from the verse: “For Arnon is the border of Moav 
(Numbers 21:13), as a border is an area of joint authority 
(Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


” 


The male firstborn of a kosher animal - mana 133 
mime: The male firstborn of cattle, sheep, or goats belong- 
ing to a Jew is sacred from birth and must be given to 
a priest to be sacrificed on the altar in the Temple, with 
its flesh eaten by the priests and their families (Numbers 
18:17-18). If a firstborn animal acquired a physical blemish 


which disqualified it from being sacrificed as an offering, 
it could be slaughtered and eaten like any other non- 
sacred kosher animal. Nevertheless, it still had to be given 
to a priest. 

It is prohibited to intentionally inflict a disqualifying 
blemish on a firstborn animal, and it may not be used for 
any mundane purpose even if it is blemished. It is prohibited 
to work the animal, and its fleece may not be used. Since the 
destruction of the Second Temple, a firstborn continues to 
be considered sacred. However, since it cannot be sacrificed 
in the Temple, and as it may be slaughtered only if it has a 
marked disqualifying blemish, various halakhic devices are 
employed to restrict the classification of animals as firstborn 
and to permit their slaughter as non-sacred animals after 
they acquire disqualifying blemishes. 
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The situation when we do raise the dilemma is specifically 
where the Jew cannot dismiss the gentile tax collector with 
money. What is the halakha is this case? He said to them: 
The owner is exempt from the mitzva of the firstborn. The 
Sages raised a difficulty: But wasn’t it taught in a baraita that 
he is obligated in the mitzva of the firstborn? He replied: 
There it is speaking of a case where the Jew could dismiss 
the gentile tax collector with money. 


Some say that Rava said: The owner of an animal born into 
a herd from which the royal tax is collected is exempt from 
the mitzva ofa firstborn, even though the Jew could dismiss 
the gentile tax collector with money. However, the owner of 
dough" from which the royal tax is collected is obligated in 
halla," despite the fact that the owner of dough partially 
owned by a gentile is generally not obligated. This is the ha- 
lakha even though the Jew cannot dismiss the gentile tax 
collector by paying him the value of the dough. 


The Gemara explains: What is the reason for the difference 
between the halakha ofa firstborn animal and the halakha of 
halla? An animal generates publicity; as everyone knows 
that this Jew’s animal was confiscated by the authorities, no 
one will suspect him of intentionally refraining from fulfilling 
the mitzva. In contrast, dough does not generate publicity." 
Since not everyone knows that the dough is partially owned 
by a gentile, those who see a Jew failing to separate halla will 
suspect him of neglecting the mitzva. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to a gentile who 
enters the courtyard of a Jew with his dough in his hand, 
the Jew need not remove the leaven by evicting the gentile 
from his property. However, if the gentile deposited the 
leaven with him, and the Jew accepted responsibility, he 
must remove it. Ifhe designated a room in his house for the 
gentile" to place his leavened food, he need not remove it, 
as it is stated: “It shall not be found” (Exodus 12:19)." 


The Gemara asks: What is the tanna of the baraita saying? 
How does the verse: It shall not be found, prove this halakha? 
Rav Pappa said: The verse cited is referring to the first 
clause of the baraita, and this is what the tanna is saying: If 
the gentile deposited the leavened dough with the Jew, he, 
i.e. the Jew, must remove the dough from his property, as it 
is stated: It shall not be found. 


Rav Ashi said: Actually the verse cited is referring to the 
last clause of the baraita, and this is what the tanna is saying: 
If he designated a room in his house for the gentile to place 
the leavened dough, he need not remove it, as it is stated: 
It shall not be found in your houses, and that house is not 
his; since when the gentile brings the dough into the house, 
he brings it into his own house, as the space was designated 
for his use. 


The Gemara asks: Is that to say that rental denotes that the 

renter acquires the rented space as he would a full-fledged 

acquisition with regard to responsibility for that space? But 

didn’t we learn in a mishna: Even in a place with regard to 

which they said it is permitted for a Jew to rent" houses to 

gentiles, e.g., in Syria, they did not say that one may rent it 

for use as a residence, because the gentiles will bring idola- 
try into it." And if it enters your mind to say that rental 

denotes that the renter acquires the rented space as he would 

a full-fledged acquisition, when the gentile brings the idols 

into the house he brings them into his own house. Why, 
then, is it prohibited for the owner to rent it to a gentile? 


NOTES 
Cattle and dough - Am yi mana: It is unclear why Rava raised the 
issue of dough collected as royal tax when he was asked about 
cattle. In any case, it is clear from several other sources that this 
same dilemma applies to halla as well (Rabbi Yom Tov Algazi). 


An animal generates publicity; dough does not generate pub- 
licity - xbp ab > apy „bp ab my mana: With regard to the 
difference between these two halakhot, some commentaries 
explain that the birth of an animal generates publicity and there- 
fore, undoubtedly, the king's tax collector will come and claim his 
share. That is not the case with regard to dough, whose owner 
will likely successfully evade paying the tax (Ritva). Others cite a 
version of the Gemara that states the opposite: The owner of an 
animal subject to the royal tax is obligated in the halakhot of a 
firstborn animal, as everyone is aware that the animal gave birth 
but are not aware that it is subject to the tax. Consequently, they 
will suspect him of failure to fulfill the mitzva of giving the firstborn 
animal to a priest. However, not everyone is aware that he failed to 
separate halla (Tosafot of Rabbi Shimshon of Saens). The Rashba 
in his responsa and the Ran explain that actually one is exempt 
from separating halla from the dough because it is co-owned by 
a gentile. Nevertheless, to avoid suspicion, the Sages obligated 
him to separate halla. 


He designated a room in his house for the gentile - ma b m: 
See Rashi and Tosafot, who disagree over the significance of this 
issue. The Ramban explains that according to Rashi, the assump- 
ion is that generally one who deposits an object with no stipula- 
ion expects the bailee to take responsibility for it. However, if he 
designates a particular room for the deposit, that indicates that 
he bailee did not accept responsibility for the article in question. 
See also the Bah. 


n a place with regard to which they permit him to rent - nipa 
vV Ya: This statement is referring to the halakha that 
here are places, e.g., Eretz Yisrael, where a Jew is not permitted to 
rent a house to a gentile under any circumstances. In other places, 
such as Syria, it is permitted for a Jew to rent property to a gentile, 
subject to certain restrictions. For example, it may not be used as 
a residence or to inaugurate a gentile neighborhood. Elsewhere 
in the Diaspora one may even sell a house to a gentile, and there 
is certainly no prohibition to rent to him. Some commentaries 
state that this prohibition is derived from the verse: "And you shall 
not bring an abomination into your house” (Deuteronomy 7:26). 


HALAKHA 


Dough taken as a royal tax and the obligation to separate 
halla - mbna KNN ND: With regard to dough that is jointly 
owned by a Jew anda gentile, if the portion of the Jew is large 
enough to obligate him to separate halla from it, he is required to 
do so. If the dough will be taken as a royal tax, one is required to 
separate halla, even if the portion belonging to the Jew is smaller 
than that measure. This stringent ruling applies even if the Jew 
cannot pay the gentile collector in lieu of the dough (Shakh, based 
on the Bah; Beit Yosef, Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 440:3). 


The leaven of a gentile — 13 bw yan: Ifa gentile entered a Jew's 
courtyard with leaven in his hand, the Jew is not obligated to 
remove it. If the Jew designated a space for the gentile to leave 
his leaven, but the Jew did not take responsibility for it, the Jew is 
likewise not obligated to remove it. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinions of Rashi, the Rif, and the Rambam, who maintain 
that the designation of a place exempts the Jew from the obliga- 
tion to remove the leaven only if he did not accept responsibility 
for it. The dissenting opinion is that of Rabbeinu Tam, who rules 
that designating a place exempts the Jew from the obligation to 
remove the leaven even if the Jew takes responsibility for it (Beit 
Yosef, Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 440:3). 


Renting to a gentile - nb mW: Even in those places where a 
Jew is permitted to rent property to a gentile, he may do so only if 
the gentile will use it as storage space or a stable, not for use as a 
residence. Outside Eretz Yisrael, the halakha is lenient with regard 
to this issue, provided that the Jew himself does not live there. 
Another reason for this leniency is that in modern times gentiles 
do not typically worship idols (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 151:10). 


JV PW: PEREKI:‘6A 27 


Covers it with a vessel — 


horities 
who nu 
belong 
sequen 
he food 
mitted 


ne Mus 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 

dpa mx voy mpi: Most au- 
contend that this halakha applies only to one 
lified his leaven. Since the leaven does not 
o him he has no obligation to remove it. Con- 
y, he violates no prohibition by maintaining 
in his possession, and therefore he is not per- 
o move and burn it on the Festival. However, 


if he finds leaven that he did not render null and void, 


burn it (Rashi; Tosafot; Rabbeinu Yehonatan; 


Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz). The Rambam maintains that 
even if he did not render the leaven null and void he 


may no 
evenin 
he may 


move it, as the Sages enforced their decrees 
hese situations (see Meiri). Yet others rule that 
crumble the leaven and throw it to the wind 


to destroy it, although he may not burn it (Maharam 


Halawa 


. Some authorities say he is permitted to cover 


it only when there is no viable alternative (Bah; see 


Tur), whi 


le others maintain that he may do so even ab 


initio (Beit Yosef). 
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HALAKHA 


The Gemara answers: It is different here with regard to leaven, as the 
Merciful One expresses it using the language: It shall not be found, 
meaning, that which is found in your possession is prohibited, ex- 
cluding this leaven, which is not found in your possession. How- 
ever, with regard to other prohibitions, one who rents a place to 
others remains somewhat responsible for his property, despite the 
fact that he does not live there. 


Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: One who finds leavened bread in 
his house" on the Festival, i.e., the first day of Passover, covers it with 
a vessel" and burns it at the conclusion of the Festival day. Rava said: 
If that leaven is consecrated, he need not cover it. What is the reason 
for this difference? The reason is that people distance themselves 
from consecrated food in any case, due to the severity of the prohibi- 
tion against misuse of consecrated property. Therefore, there is no 
concern that he will eat it. 


And Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: If leavened bread belonging to 
a gentile" is in a Jew’s house, he, i.e., the Jew, should erect a barrier 
ten handbreadths high around it on the fourteenth of Nisan, as a 
conspicuous marker, so that he will not mistakenly eat it. And if the 
leaven is consecrated, he need not do so. What is the reason for this 
halakha? Since people distance themselves from consecrated food, 
they will not mistakenly eat it. 


And Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: With regard to one who sets sail, 

or one who departs in a caravan traveling to a distant place; if he did 
so before it was thirty days prior to Passover," he need not remove 
the leaven from his possession. Ifhe departs within thirty days of the 
Festival, he must remove the leaven. Abaye said: That which you 
said, that within thirty days one must remove the leaven, we only 
said this in a case where his intention is to return home adjacent to 
Passover (Ran). However, in a case where it is not his intention to 
return before Passover, he need not remove the leaven. 


Rava said to him: But if he intends to return home shortly before 
the Festival, even if he was gone from Rosh HaShana, shouldn't he 
remove the leaven, as failure to do so will lead to his arriving home 
and discovering leaven in his house just before the Festival? Rather, 
Rava said: According to that which you said, i.e., that if he leaves 
before it was thirty days prior to Passover he need not remove the 
leaven, we said this halakha only if he does not intend to return 
before Passover. However, ifhe intends to return, even if he was gone 
from Rosh HaShana, he must remove the leaven. 


And Rava followed his line of reasoning stated elsewhere, as Rava 
maintains that one must remove all leaven from his possession with- 
in thirty days of Passover, even if he will not be there on the Festival 
itself. As Rava said: With regard to one who turns his house into a 
storehouse," and there is leaven beneath the stored grain, if he does 
so before it was thirty days prior to Passover, he need not remove 
the leaven. Since the leaven is concealed, it is considered removed 
after the fact. If it is within thirty days, he must remove the leaven, 
as it is not considered removed ab initio. 


One who finds leavened bread in his house - yan xxi 
§mvaa: One who finds leaven in his house on the intermediate 
days of the festival of Passover must destroy it immediately. If 
this occurred on the Festival day itself, he covers the leaven 
until nightfall, in accordance with the opinion of Rav. Some 
commentaries say that if one finds leaven that he had not 
nullified, it is permitted for him to carry it outside his house 
and even burn it on the Festival (Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 446:1). 


Leavened bread belonging to a gentile — nsby ixan: If leaven 
belonging to a gentile is in a Jew’s house, the Jew should erect a 
barrier ten handbreadths high before the Festival, so that he will 
not come to eat it unwittingly, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 440:2). 
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One who travels before Passover - nba otip wh xxi: With 
regard to one who is planning to set out on a long journey 
before Passover and no one will be there to search his house 
for leaven, if he intends to return just before the Festival, then 
before he sets out he is obligated to search for leaven without 
reciting a blessing (Kol Bo). If he left within thirty days of the 
Festival he is obligated to search and recite a blessing before 
he sets out on his journey. This ruling is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rava, based on the Ran's understanding of the 
expression: His intention is to return. Some commentaries hold 
that one is obligated to search for leaven only if he plans to 
return during Passover, in which case he must search his house 
and remove the leaven, even if he leaves on Rosh HaShana 
(Rashi). Most authorities ruled in accordance with the former 


stringent opinion; however, in exigent circumstances, one may 
rely on the latter lenient opinion (Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 436:1-2). 


One who turns his house into a storehouse — ima nwiyg 
‘awit: If one turns a house into a storehouse within thirty 
days of Passover he is obligated to search for and remove 
all leaven. If he does so more than thirty days before the 
Festival and he intends the change to be permanent, he is 
not obligated to remove the leaven. However, if he plans to 
clear the building at a later date, he is obligated to remove 
the leaven, in accordance with the opinion of Rava. It is 
proper to be stringent in this regard (Beit Yosef, Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 436:1). 
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And even if this occurred before it was thirty days prior to 
Passover, we only said that he is not obligated to remove the 
leaven if it is not his intention to clear away the stored grain 
before Passover. However, if his intention is to clear away the 
grain before Passover, he must remove the leaven even before 
it was thirty days prior to Passover, as perhaps he will not have 
time to remove the leaven before the Festival. 


The Gemara asks: What is the purpose of this period of thirty 
days that renders it significant? The Gemara answers: As it was 
taught in a baraita: One asks about and teaches the halakhot 
of Passover™ thirty days before Passover. Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel says: One begins studying those halakhot two 
weeks before the Festival. The Gemara asks: What is the reason 
for the opinion of the first tanna, that one begins studying the 
halakhot of Passover thirty days before the Festival? 


The Gemara explains that this halakha is derived from the fact 

that Moses was standing at the time of the first Pesah, on the 

fourteenth of Nisan, and warning the people about the halakhot 

of the second Pesah, which occurred a month later, on the 

fourteenth of Iyar. As it is stated that God said to Moses: “Let 

the children of Israel perform the Pesah at its appointed time” 
(Numbers 9:2). A subsequent verse says: “And Moses told the 

children of Israel to perform the Pesah, and they performed the 

Pesah in the first month on the fourteenth of the month in the 

evening, in the desert of Sinai” (Numbers 9:4-5). And it is writ- 
ten in the next verse: “And there were people who were im- 
pure due to a dead body and could not perform the Passover 

on that day, and they came before Moses and before Aaron 

on that day” (Numbers 9:6), at which point Moses explained 

the halakhot of the second Pesah to them. This proves that one 

begins studying the halakhot of the Festival thirty days before- 
hand. 


And Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel could have said to you in 
rejecting that proof: Since Moses was speaking with regard to 
the laws of Passover, he completed teaching all the matters of 
Passover, including those of the second Pesah. Consequently, 
one cannot derive a principle from this case. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason for Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel’s ruling? He explains that Moses was standing on the 
first day of Nisan and warning about the performance of the 
first Pesah, as it is stated: “This month shall be for you the 
beginning of the months, the first of the months of the year’ 
(Exodus 12:2). And it is written in the next verse: “Speak to the 
entire congregation of Israel, saying: On the tenth day of this 
month they shall take for them every man a lamb, according 
to their fathers’ houses, a lamb for each household” (Exodus 
12:3). The Torah proceeds to detail the halakhot of the Paschal 
lamb sacrificed on the fourteenth day of that month. 


” 


The Gemara asks: Although this source does indicate that one 
should study the halakhot of Passover prior to the Festival, 
from where is it derived that he was standing and saying 
these matters on the day of the New Moon? Perhaps he was 
standing on the fourth of the month or on the fifth of the 
month of Nisan? 


NOTES 
One asks about and teaches the halakhot of Passover — poxw 
nat niaba peq: This halakha was stated initially with a 
to preparations for sacrificing the Paschal lamb, as the verse cited 
refers to the offering. The Sages later adapted the verse and applied 
it to observing the Festival in modern times (Tosafot). 


HALAKHA ————— 
One asks about and teaches the halakhot of Passover - pow 
npag nisdna pwrin: It is customary to begin studying the feet 
of Passover thirty days before the Festival, in accordance with the 
opinion of the first tanna. Some commentaries say it is not neces- 
sary to do the same for other Festivals, as fewer halakhot apply to 
them. This halakha of studying the halakhot prior to the Festival is 
the basis of the custom for the rabbi to deliver a lecture about the 
halakhot of Passover on Shabbat HaGadol, the Shabbat preceding 
Passover (Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 429:1). 
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NOTES 


There is no earlier and later in the Torah — opna py 
MMA mxa: See Tosafot. Within a given matter, any 
verse written earlier was stated first, and therefore one can 
interpret the verses based on that chronology. However, 
he incidents that appear first in the Torah did not neces- 
sarily occur earlier (Rabbeinu Gershom in his novellae). 
One explanation attributed to Rabbeinu Yehiel is that 
here is no chronological order in the Torah because had 
been ordered chronologically, people would have the 
ability to utilize the verse and letter sequences in the 
Torah to create objects at will. To prevent this, God ordered 
he Torah portions differently (Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz). 


A generalization is followed by a detail - b151 dbs: 
These two methods of interpretation, a generalization 
and a detail and a detail and a generalization, are po- 
ar opposites. The first method restricts the generaliza- 
ion, while the second method expands upon the detail. 
Consequently, any change in the order of the verses will 
significantly alter its meaning. 


The concept of nullification - wan pay: In certain ver- 
sions of the Gemara it is stated that one should render 
the leaven null and void in his heart. Some commentar- 
ies assert that there is no need to say anything, as the 
nullification is merely an internal decision to renounce 
property (Ramban; Rabbeinu Gershom). Others maintain 
that although one need not verbalize the nullification, it is 
preferable to do so (Ritva). Yet others explain that the ex- 
pression: In his heart, indicates that one must understand 
and identify with his declaration, and not merely recite it. 


The reason for the nullification -bwan oyu: The search 
for leaven is effective by Torah law and even if some leav- 
en remains, one does not violate the prohibition agains 
owning it after completing the search (Rabbeinu Ger- 
shom). Apparently, the Sages instituted the nullification 
of leaven even in places where there is no leaven, and tha 
is why the Gemara asks why the nullification is necessary 
(Rabbeinu Mano’ah). Some say that the essence of nul- 
lification is not in relinquishment of one’s ownership, bu 
is a statement designed to render the leaven abhorren 
in his eyes (Talmid HaRamban; Mikhtam). 


HALAKHA 


Nullification after the search for leaven — ans) bwa 
mprta: After searching for leaven on the evening of the 
ourteenth of Nisan one is obligated to render his leaven 
null and void. He recites the formula: Any leaven or leaven 
hat there is in my property, etc., in a language that he 
understands, in accordance with the statement of Rav Ye- 
huda in the name of Rav. The formula of this nullification, 
ound in prayer books, is a tradition from the time of the 
geonim (Rabbeinu Gershom), who translated a formula 
hat appears in the Jerusalem Talmud in Hebrew (Beit 
Yosef). One should render his leaven null and void again 
during the day, after removing any remaining leaven. One 
should not render it null and void before removing the 
leaven, to enable fulfillment of the mitzva with leaven 
that he owns (Rema, based on Rav Ya'akov Weil). The rea- 
son for the second nullification is that sometimes one 
purchases leaven or some leaven remains that he failed 
to render null and void and he may neglect to remove 
it. However, one may not rely on the nullification recited 
during the day alone (Tur, citing Rosh; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 474:2). 
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Rather, Rabba bar Shimi said in the name of Ravina: The halakha 
is derived from here: “And God spoke to Moses in the wilderness 
of Sinai, in the first month of the second year after they came out of 
the land of Egypt” (Numbers 9:1), and it is written: “And let the 
children of Israel perform the Pesah at its appointed time” (Num- 
bers 9:2). Evidently, Moses taught the halakhot of Passover two weeks 
prior to the Festival. The Gemara asks: Here too, from where is it 
derived that he was standing on the day of the New Moon? Perhaps 
he was standing on the fourth of the month or on the fifth of the 
month? 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: The halakha is derived by means of 
a verbal analogy between the term wilderness written here and the 

term wilderness written previously. It is written here: “In the wilder- 
ness of Sinai,” and it is written there: “And God spoke to Moses in 

the wilderness of Sinai in the Tent of Meeting on the first of the 

second month” (Numbers 1:1). Just as there it occurred on the day 

of the New Moon, on the first of the month, so too here, with regard 

to Passover, it was on the day of the New Moon. 


The Gemara asks: If so, let the Torah write first that which occurred 
in the first month and then let it write that which occurred in the 
second month, as the portion of the Paschal lamb preceded the be- 
ginning of the book of Numbers chronologically. Rav Menashiya bar 
Tahlifa said in the name of Rav: That is to say that there is no ear- 
lier and later, i.e., there is no absolute chronological order, in the 
Torah," as events that occurred later in time can appear earlier in the 
Torah. 


Rav Pappa said: This principle applies only when the Torah deals 
with two separate matters, but within one matter, that which is 
written earlier occurred earlier, and that which is written later oc- 
curred later; as, if you do not say so but you claim that there is no 
definite order within each matter, then the hermeneutic principle: 
When a generalization is followed by a detail" the generalization 
refers only to that which is specified in the detail, is problematic. This 
principle is valid only if there is a definite order to the verses and 
words in each matter. If there is no definite order, perhaps it is actu- 
ally a detail followed by a generalization, which is interpreted by 
means of an alternate hermeneutic principle with different results. 


And furthermore, this is equally difficult with regard to the herme- 
neutic principle: “When a detail is followed by a generalization, the 
generalization becomes an addition to the detail, adding cases 
dissimilar to the detail. Here too, perhaps it is a generalization fol- 
lowed by a detail, as there is no defined order. Apparently, there must 
be a fixed order within a given matter. 


The Gemara asks: If so, based on the above reasoning one cannot 
apply these principles even with regard to two matters. This state- 
ment works out well according to the opinion of the one who said: 
With regard to a generalization and a detail that appear in the Torah 
removed from one another, one cannot derive a halakha from it 
with the principle of a generalization and a detail. However, accord- 
ing to the one who said: One derives from a generalization and a 
detail that are removed from one another by means of said principle, 
what is there to say? 


The Gemara answers: Even according to the one who said that one 
derives a halakha from a generalization and a detail that are removed 
from one another, this applies only with regard to one matter, i.e., 
verses dealing with the same issue, even if they do not appear to- 
gether. However, if they address two different matters, one cannot 
derive a halakha from a generalization and a detail, as the Torah is not 
written in absolute chronological order. 


Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: One who searches for leaven must 
render all his leaven null and void, cognitively and verbally.” The 
Gemara asks: What is the reason for this?" If you say it is due to 
crumbs that he failed to detect in his search, they are inherently in- 
significant, and null and void by definition. 
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And lest you say: Since they are protected on account of their 
very presence in his house, whose protection is important to him, 
they are significant and are not null and void, wasn’t it taught in 

the Tosefta that this is not the case? When the end of the fig season 

arrives, and those remaining figs on the trees are few and of infe- 
rior quality, there is room to assume that the owner has renounced 

his ownership over them. However, he continues to guard his 

field due to the grapes, which are harvested at that time. Simi- 
larly, when the end of the grape season arrives, those few remain- 
ing grapes" are of inferior quality and the owner guards his field 

due to the cucumbers and due to the gourds, which have not yet 

been harvested. 


When the owner is particular about the figs and the grapes re- 
spectively, it is prohibited to take them, due to the prohibition 
against robbery, and one with permission to eat them is obli- 
gated due to the mitzva to separate the tithe from them, as they 
are considered like any other fruit. When the owner is not par- 
ticular about them, it is permitted to eat them due to the fact 
that the prohibition against robbery does not apply, and one who 
eats them is exempt due to the fact that the obligation to separate 
the tithe does not apply, as they are ownerless property. This in- 
dicates that if one is not particular about an object, even if it is 
located in property that he is guarding for another purpose, that 
object is not thereby rendered significant. The same reasoning 
applies to breadcrumbs that remain in one’s house. 


Rava said: The reason for the requirement to render leaven null 
and void is based on a decree lest he find a fine cake [geluska]'" 
among the leaven that he did not destroy and his thoughts are 
upon it. Due to its significance, he will hesitate before removing 
it and will be in violation of the prohibition against owning leaven. 
The Gemara asks: And let him nullify it when he finds it. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion. Perhaps he will find it only 
after it is already forbidden, and at that time it is no longer in his 
possession and he is therefore unable to nullify leaven when it 
is already Passover," as Rabbi Elazar said: Two items are not in 
a person’s possession in terms of legal ownership, and yet the 
Torah rendered him responsible for them as though they were 
in his property. And these are they: An open pit in the public 
domain, for which the one who excavated it is liable to pay any 
damages it causes even though it does not belong to him; and 
leaven in one’s house from the sixth hour on the fourteenth of 
Nisan and onward." As this leaven has no monetary value, since 
it is prohibited to eat or to derive benefit from it, it is not his 
property, and nevertheless he violates a prohibition if it remains 
in his domain. 


The Gemara returns to the issue of the nullification of leaven. If so, 
let him render the leaven null and void during the fourth hour 
or let him render it null and void during the fifth hour of the 

fourteenth of Nisan. Why is he required to do so when he search- 
es for leaven on the evening of the fourteenth? The Gemara an- 
swers: Since the fourth hour is neither the time of the prohibi- 
tion of the leaven nor the time of its removal, it is a nondescript 

point in time. There is concern that perhaps he will be negligent 

and will not render it null and void, and the leaven will remain 

in his possession. 


NOTES 


Fine cake - 7 xpora: The concern that his thoughts are upon 
itcan be explained i in several different ways. Some say that dur- 
ing the search for leaven he will have in mind to eat it after com- 
pleting the search since it is not merely crumbs, and ultimately 
he will fail to remove it either due to laziness or forgetfulness 
(Rif; Rambam; Tosefot Rid). According to Rashi, apparently this 
concern applies even if he did not see the cake, e.g., if it was 
placed in a hole or it was taken by mice (Rabbeinu Yehonatan), 
and he found it after the prohibition had taken effect. Since it 
is a fine cake, there is concern that he will consider keeping it, 


and in doing so he will violate the prohibition: “It shall not be 
found” (Meiri). 


A pit and leaven - ynm) ia: Since one regards them as his 
own and he is interested in their continued existence, they 
are considered as though they were his (Rav Yehuda ben Rav 
Binyamin HaRofeh). Apparently, in general, the Sages consider 
one responsible for objects from which it is prohibited for him 
to derive benefit, although they do not technically belong to 
him (Rabbi Aharon HaLevi). 


HALAKHA 

Remaining figs and grapes — 0°31 DINI DID: At the end 
of the fig season, when most of the figs have already been 
picked, the owner may still be guarding his field to prevent 
the poor from collecting the remaining figs. If the owner is 
particular about the remaining figs then it is prohibited to 
take them. Therefore, if one eats these figs with permission 
from the owner, he is obligated to tithe them first. If the 
owner is not particular about them, they are considered 
ownerless and anyone may take them. In that situation one 
is exempt from tithing them, in accordance with the Josefta 
here (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 1:12). 


1: After leaven has become prohibited it is no janger 
considered the property of its owner, and therefore it can 
no longer be nullifed (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 434:2). 


LANGUAGE 


Cake [geluska] - xporba: From the Greek xoMuk, kollix, 
meaning cake or round loaf of bread. 
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Daf7 Amuda 


NOTES 


From the beginning of the sixth hour and onward - wwn 
ayia niyw: According to Rashi and others, the Gemara is 
referring to the sixth hour itself, at which point leaven is pro- 
hibited by rabbinic law. According to Rabbeinu Tam and others, 
the Gemara is speaking about the end of the sixth hour, when 
leaven is prohibited by Torah law, and the rabbinic decree men- 
tioned by the Gemara is referring to the uncertain status of the 
mountain wheat. Some commentaries maintain that according 
to Rashi, another principle applies here: Anyone who betroths 
a woman does so contingent on the Sages’ consent, and they 
annulled this type of betrothal (See Kesef Mishne, Sefer Milhamot 
Hashem of the Ramban, and the Responsa of Rabbi Akiva Eiger). 


Wheat from the mountains — xpp wm: The commentaries 
explain that this wheat, which grows in the mountains, is par- 
ticularly hard and is therefore less likely to ferment. Some main- 
tain that this wheat does not fully ripen by itself, and farmers 
would dig small pits around the wheat and fill them with water 
to facilitate ripening. As the water causes the wheat to become 
slightly fermented while still attached to the ground, the wheat 
assumes the legal status of hardened leaven (Maharam Halawa). 


Kneaded dough in his house - ima Jina nhan my: It is 
evident from the answer given here that this occurred during 
the twilight period before Shabbat began (Ritva). Alternatively, 
Rashi explains that this case involves full-fledged leaven, and 
the reference is to Passover eve. 


LANGUAGE 


Mountains [kurdanaita] — KIN: According to most com- 
mentaries, the Gemara is referring to extremely hard wheat ker- 
nels, named for their place of origin, the mountains of Kurdistan. 
Indeed, Onkelos renders the mountains of Ararat (Genesis 8:4) 
as turei Kardu, the Kurdish mountains. The species of wheat that 
grows in this mountainous region is much harder than the grain 
that grows in the plains. Others claim that kurdanaita does not 
refer to its place of origin, but describes the grain itself, which 
is as hard as a rocky mountainside. 


Kurdish wheat farmers collecting wheat grown in the mountains 
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The Gemara asks: But let him render the leaven null and void 
during the sixth hour, when he burns it. The Gemara answers: 
Since there is a rabbinic prohibition that takes effect on the leav- 
en, as it is prohibited to derive benefit from it after the fifth hour, 
its legal status is like that of leaven prohibited by Torah law, and 
therefore it is not in his possession and he is unable to nullify it. 


The Gemara continues: There is proof that the Sages were stringent 
with regard to leaven prohibited by rabbinic law, as Rav Giddel 
said that Rabbi Hiyya bar Yosef said that Rav said: With regard 
to aman who betroths a woman on the fourteenth of Nisan from 
the beginning of the sixth hour and onward," even if he does so 
with wheat from the mountains [kurdanaita],"' which is par- 
ticularly hard and there is no certainty that it will ferment even if 
water falls on it, nevertheless, as it is possible that the wheat leav- 
ened, its legal status is that of leaven. Consequently, it is prohib- 
ited to derive benefit from this wheat, which is legally worthless. 
Therefore, if a man gives the wheat to a woman for the purpose of 
betrothal, one need not be concerned that it is a betrothal.” The 
reason is that a betrothal is effective only if the man gives the 
woman an object worth at least a peruta. In this case the Sages 
disqualify the betrothal and allow the woman to marry another 
man, despite the fact that by Torah law she is betrothed to the first 
man, as the leaven with which he betrothed her is prohibited only 
by rabbinic law. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: And is it indeed the case that after 
the leaven has become prohibited one is unable to render it null 
and void? But wasn’t it taught in a baraita: If one was sitting in 
the study hall and he remembered that there is leavened bread 
in his house, he should render it null and void in his heart, both 
on Shabbat and on the Festival? The Gemara analyzes this state- 
ment: Granted, on Shabbat you can find this case, as one can 
nullify the leaven before it becomes prohibited, in a case where 
the fourteenth of Nisan occurs on Shabbat and he remembers to 
nullify the leaven before the prohibition takes effect. However, if 
he remembered on the Festival itself, it is after the prohibition 
has taken effect, as the Festival has already begun, and yet the 
baraita says that one may render the leaven null and void. 


Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: Here we are dealing with a student 

sitting before his teacher, and he remembers that there is knead- 
ed dough in his house," and he is afraid lest it leaven before he 

can return home to warn the members of his household. Since the 

dough has not yet leavened and is not yet prohibited, he can take 

earlier action and render it null and void before it becomes 

leavened." 


The Gemara comments: The language of the baraita is also precise 

in accordance with this explanation, as the baraita teaches: If one 

was sitting in the study hall. This indicates that the dough has not 
yet risen, and the problem is that he cannot arrive home in time to 

prevent it from rising. However, ifit had already become leavened, 
rendering it null and void will not remedy the situation even if he 

were home. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from this proof 
that Rav Aha bar Ya’akov’s interpretation is correct. 


HALAKHA 


One who betroths with wheat - pona wap: With regard 
to aman who betroths a woman on the eve of Passover after 
the sixth hour with wheat that has been exposed to water, 
there is no concern that this betrothal might be effective, 
even if the wheat is of a particularly hard species (Shulhan 


Arukh, Even HaEzer 28:21). 


The nullification of leavened dough - yan noy bwa: If 
one has dough in his house on Passover that has not yet 
begun to rise, and for whatever reason he cannot return 
home before it rises, he can render the dough null and void 
from afar before it becomes leavened (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 444:8). 
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Rabba bar Rav Huna said that Rav said: With regard to a vessel 
that contains several loaves in which there was bread that became 
moldy,’ and it is not evident whether it is leaven or matza, once 
there was more matza than leaven in the vessel, it is permitted. The 
Gemara first analyzes the case itself: What are the circumstances? 
If you say that he knows that this loaf is leavened bread, even if 
there were more matza, what of it? What difference does it make 
that most of the food is matza, if it is clear that this loaf is leaven? 


Rather, Rav must be speaking of a case where we do not know 
whether it is leavened bread or whether it is matza. However, in 
that case, why discuss specifically a situation where there was 
more matza in the vessel? Even in a case where there was not more 
matza in the vessel as well, the questionable loaf is likely to be 
matza, as let us follow the last item placed in the vessel, which even 
on the first day of Passover would be matza. 


Didn't we learn in a mishna: With regard to coins that were found 

before animal merchants in Jerusalem, they are always assumed 

to be money of the second tithe," as most of the animals purchased 

in Jerusalem were bought with that money. This halakha applies 

both during a Festival and throughout the year, as people would 
purchase animals for meat with their second-tithe money, and it can 
therefore be assumed that these coins have the status of second tithe. 
However, if the money was found on the Temple Mount it is non- 
sacred money," even during a Festival. It can be assumed that one 

who enters the Temple Mount has already purchased all the animals 

that he required beforehand. Any coins in his possession are non- 
sacred money, not tithes. 


If the money was found elsewhere in Jerusalem during the Festival, 
when many people came to Jerusalem with their second-tithe mon- 
ey, the coins are presumed to be second-tithe money. However, if 
the coins were found during the rest of the year, it is non-sacred 
money." 


The Gemara explains the proof. And Rav Shemaya bar Zeira said: 
What is the reason that during the rest of the year the coins are 

considered non-sacred money, even on the day after the Festival? 

Since the markets of Jerusalem tend to be cleaned every day, any 
money left there would already have been found by the street clean- 
ers. Consequently, any coins found there were left there recently. 
Apparently, we say that the first ones are gone and these objects 

are later ones. Here too, with regard to moldy bread, let us say: The 

first ones have been eaten and are gone, and this food is from now 
and is undoubtedly matza. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: It is different here, as the mold 
proves about the loaf that it is leaven, as food does not become 
moldy unless it has been sitting for a long time. The Gemara retorts: 
Ifits mold proves about the loaf that it is leaven, ifthere was more 
matza in the vessel, what of it? Even in that case, the very fact that 
it is moldy proves that it is leaven. Rabba said: Do not say there 
was more matza than leaven in the vessel; rather, say that several 
days of eating matza have passed over the vessel. In other words, 
several days of the Festival, during which matza is consumed, have 
passed. Therefore, it is more likely that the moldy loafis matza. 


The Gemara asks: If so, it is obvious that the moldy loaf is matza, 
not leaven. The Gemara answers: No, it is necessary to teach this 
halakha with regard to a situation where its mold is extensive. Lest 
you say: Since its mold is extensive the matter is revealed that it 
is certainly leavened bread, therefore Rav teaches us that one can- 
not be entirely sure that this is the case. 


The Gemara explains the reason for the uncertainty. Since several 
days of eating matza have passed over the vessel, we say: Each and 
every day he baked warm loaves, which he placed upon the previ- 
ous days’ matza, causing it to grow moldier. Therefore, it is possible 
that even though only a brief time has passed, the matza has grown 
very moldy, due to the moisture and heat inside the vessel." 


BACKGROUND 
Bread that became moldy — nway nan: When matza is 
baked without puncturing the dough with holes, it resem- 
bles leavened flatbread. It can become moldy and therefore 
be confused with leavened bread. 


Flatbread 


NOTES 


Second tithe — 3 Ww: The second tithe was a tenth of 
the produce that remained after teruma had been given to 
the priests and the first tithe had been given to the Levites. 
The second tithe was separated during the first, second, 
fourth, and fifth years of the Sabbatical cycle. After the 
second tithe was set aside, it was brought to Jerusalem to 
be consumed there by its owner. If the journey to Jerusalem 
was too long, so that it would be difficult to carry all the 
second tithe there, or if the produce became ritually impure, 
it could be redeemed for an equivalent sum of money. If 
the owner redeemed his own produce he had to add one- 
fifth of its value. This redemption money was brought to 
Jerusalem, where it could be spent only to purchase food. 


On the Temple Mount it is non-sacred money - ma 173 
pin: Some commentaries explain that one would not or- 
dinarily enter the Temple Mount with coins. Consequently, 
any coins found there were probably spent by the Temple 
treasury to purchase sacred items for the Temple and the 
money was redeemed in the process, rendering them non- 
sacred coins (Ra‘avad; Meiri). 


HALAKHA 


Coins that were found in Jerusalem — ix¥n3w niyn 
Dha: With regard to coins found in Jerusalem when 
the Temple was standing, if they were discovered near 
animal merchants they are assumed to be second-tithe 
coins. If they were found on the Temple Mount they are 
non-sacred coins. If they were discovered in other places 
in Jerusalem, during a Festival they are presumed to be 
second-tithe coins and during the rest of the year they are 
presumed to be non-sacred coins (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 6:9—10). 


Bread that was found during Passover - 7x¥nIw na 
noaa: If one finds a loaf on Passover and does not know 
whether it is leaven or matza, he is even permitted to eat 
it. If it is moldy, if enough days of Passover have passed 
that it is possible that it turned moldy during Passover, it 
is permitted. However, if this is not possible, it is assumed 
to be leaven and thus prohibited, in accordance with the 
conclusion of the Gemara and the opinion of Rabba bar Rav 
Huna (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 446:4). 
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NOTES 

One recites a blessing over the search - apathy pan: 
The novelty in this statement is that one recites a blessing 
despite the fact that the essential part of the mitzva is 
he removal of leaven, as the search for leaven is merely a 
stage in the preparation for its removal. Additionally, it can 
be suggested that the main mitzva is not even to remove 
eaven; rather, one is commanded to ensure that no leav- 
en remains in his house. Therefore, the Gemara informs us 
hat the search for leaven is considered the beginning of 
e process of its removal, and for this reason one recites a 
blessing before beginning the search (Rosh). The meaning 
of the term removal [biur] includes both the search and 
he removal of leaven (Ritva). Alternatively, the formula 
of this blessing serves to emphasize that the purpose 
of the search is to facilitate removal of the leaven (Rab- 
beinu Gershom). Yet others explain that the obligation to 
remove leaven is by rabbinic law, whereas the obligation 
o search for leaven is by Torah law (Maharam Halawa). 


Perek I 
Daf7 Amud b 


NOTES 


The phrase to perform versus the phrase concerning 
the mitzva - myn by niwy: Several of the early com- 
mentaries seek a guiding principle for when the formula 
of the blessing recited before performing a mitzva 
concludes with the infinitive: To perform, and when the 
ormula of the blessing concludes with: Concerning 
he mitzva. According to Rabbeinu Tam, one recites the 
ormula: Concerning, before a mitzva that he performs 
immediately, whereas if the performance of the mitzva 
is not immediate he recites the blessing in the infinitive 
orm. According to Rav Yitzhak ben Asher (Josafot) and 
he Ramban, the formula is: Concerning, for any mitzva 
hat can be performed by means of an agent, and for a 
mitzva that cannot be performed by means of an agent, 
he infinitive is used. The Ritva accepts several of these 
opinions, and adds that for any mitzva whose blessing is 
recited after its performance, or for a mitzva that one is 
not absolutely obligated to perform, e.g., ritual slaughter, 
one recites the formula: Concerning. The Meiri also adopts 
some of these opinions and contends that when one 
performs only part of a mitzva he recites: Concerning. Yet 
other early commentaries claim that there is no guiding 
principle with regard to this issue (Rabbeinu Yitzhak in 
Tosafot). 
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In regard to the aforementioned principle, the Gemara asks: And do 
we, in general, follow the last item in determining the identity of the 
item in question? But wasn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei 
bar Yehuda says: With regard to a box that people used for both 
non-sacred coins and second-tithe coins, if the majority of its use 
was for non-sacred money, the coins are considered non-sacred. If 
the majority of its use was for second-tithe coins, the coins are con- 
sidered second-tithe money. The Gemara asks: But why is this so? 
Let us follow the last item placed in the box. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: With what are we dealing here? We 
are dealing with a case where people used the box for both non- 
sacred coins and second-tithe coins, and he does not know 
which of the two kinds of money was placed there last. 

Rav Zevid said: The baraita is referring to a case where he used one 
part of the box for piles of non-sacred coins and another part of 
the box for piles of second-tithe coins. In this case, there was no 
definitive most recent use of the box, as a coin may have moved 
from one side of the box to the other. 

Rav Pappa said: We are dealing with a case where the coin was found 
in a hole in the box. The concern is that this coin might not be of 
the type last placed into the box. Instead, it is possible that this coin 
remained from a previous use and was not removed because it was 
obscured in the hole. 


Rav Yehuda said: One who searches for leaven must recite a 
blessing." The Gemara asks: What blessing does he recite, i.e., what 
is the correct formula of the blessing? Rav Pappi said in the name of 
Rava that one recites: Who has made us holy through His mitzvot 
and has commanded us to remove leavened bread. Rav Pappa said 
in the name of Rava: One should recite: Concerning the removal 
of leavened bread. The Gemara comments: With regard to the for- 
mula: To remove, everyone agrees that it certainly refers to the 
future. This formulation undoubtedly indicates that the person recit- 
ing the blessing is about to begin fulfilling the mitzva of removing 
leaven, and it is therefore an appropriate blessing. 


Where they disagree is with regard to the formula: Concerning the 

elimination of leaven. One Sage, Rav Pappi, maintains that it is refer- 
ring to an act that was performed previously. Since this formula is 

referring to the removal of leaven as a task already completed, it would 

be more appropriate for a blessing recited after performance of that 
mitzva was completed. And the other Sage, Rav Pappa, maintains 

that this expression refers to the future." 


The Gemara raises an objection to Rav Pappi’s opinion from the 
formula of the blessing recited just prior to circumcision: Blessed are 
You...Who has made us holy through His mitzvot and has com- 
manded us concerning circumcision. Apparently this expression 
indeed is referring to a future act. 


The Gemara rejects this contention: That is no proof, as what alterna- 
tive formula can we recite there? If we say: He, Who has made us 
holy through His mitzvot and commanded us to circumcise, is there 
no alternative to he himself, i.e., the boy’s father, circumcising his 
son? The father is commanded to circumcise his son, and he may ap- 
point one who is not commanded to circumcise his son to act in his 
stead. Therefore, the more general formula of the blessing is recited: 
About the circumcision. The Gemara raises a difficulty: In a case 
where the child’s father himself circumcises his son, what can be 
said? The Gemara responds: Yes, it is indeed so. If the father himself 
performs the circumcision he in fact recites the blessing: And has 
commanded us to circumcise. 
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The Gemara raises an objection to Rav Pappi’s opinion. The bless- 
ing recited over ritual slaughter is: Blessed...Who has made us 
holy through His mitzvot and has commanded us concerning 
slaughtering. This blessing likewise indicates that this formula 
is appropriate prior to an action. The Gemara again rejects this 
claim: There too, what alternative formula can we recite? If we say: 
Who has commanded us to slaughter, is there no alternative to 
his slaughtering the animal? There is no mitzva to slaughter an 
animal. It is merely the necessary preparation before one may eat 
meat. Therefore, the more general formula of the blessing is recited: 
Concerning slaughtering. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, with regard to the slaughter of 
the Paschal lamb and other consecrated animals, what can be 
said? One is indeed commanded to slaughter these animals. The 
Gemara answers: Yes, it is indeed so. When slaughtering the Pas- 
chal lamb or any other offering, one recites: Who has commanded 
us to slaughter. 


The Gemara raises an objection to Rav Pappi’s opinion from the 
Tosefta: One who prepares a lulav for himself recites the blessing: 
Who has given us life, sustained us, and brought us to this time. 
When he takes it to fulfill with it the obligation to take the lulav, 
he says: Who has made us holy through His mitzvot and has 
commanded us concerning the taking of the lulav. Although he 
has yet to perform the mitzva, he does not recite the formula: To 
take. The Gemara answers: It is different there, as at the time when 
he lifts the lulav before he recites the blessing, he already fulfilled 
his obligation by Torah law. Consequently, the formula: Concern- 
ing the taking, is indeed more appropriate for an action that he has 
already performed. 


The Gemara raises an objection: If so, the statement that he takes 
it to fulfill his obligation with it is imprecise, as the tanna should 
have said that he took the lulav with which he already fulfilled his 
obligation. The Gemara answers: Yes, it is indeed so; the tanna 
should have formulated the halakha in that manner. But due to the 
fact that he wants to teach the latter clause of the baraita: One who 
comes to sit in the sukka, he likewise taught in the first clause: To 
fulfill his obligation with it. This phrase maintains the consistency 
of the language of the Tosefta, even though it is imprecise with 
regard to the halakha of lulav 


As it teaches in the latter clause of this baraita: One who erects a 
sukka for himself recites: Blessed are You, God, Who has given 
us life, sustained us, and brought us to this time. When he 
enters to sit in the sukka he says: Blessed...Who has made us 
holy through His mitzvot and has commanded us to sit in the 
sukka. In summary, no conclusive proof has been found for either 
side of this debate. The Gemara concludes: And the halakha is 
that one should recite: Concerning the removal of leaven, as that 
expression is referring to the future as well." 


The Gemara poses a question: In any event, it is clear from the 
previous discussion that everyone agrees that one is required to 
recite a blessing prior to performing a mitzva. From where do we 
derive this principle? It is as Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: 
With regard to all the mitzvot, one recites a blessing over them 
prior to [over] their performance." 


The Gemara asks: From where may it be inferred that the word 
over is the language of priority? Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said 
that the verse said: “And Ahimaaz ran by the way of the plain, and 
overran [vaya‘avor] the Cushite” (11 Samuel 18:23), i.e., Ahimaaz 
overtook the Cushite. Abaye said: It is derived from here: “And he 
passed [avar] before them” (Genesis 33:3). And if you wish, say 
instead that the proof is from here: “And their king passed 
[vaya‘avor] before them and God at their head” (Micah 2:13). 


HALAKHA 


The blessing over the removal of leaven - yan wya n373: 
Before searching for leaven, one recites the blessing: Con- 
cerning the removal of leaven (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 


432:1). 


Prior to their performance - pyd ‘iy: One should recite 
the blessing prior to performing a mitzva, as close as possible 
to its performance. This ruling is in accordance with Shmuel’s 
statement, which is universally accepted (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 25:8, 158:11). 


NOTES 
Prior to [over] their performance — nwy 33%: The 
geonim explain that although there is another word that 
means before, kodem, this term can refer to a time long 
before performance of the mitzva. The word over means 
immediately beforehand and therefore it is preferable (Meri). 
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HALAKHA 
Except for immersion — ayaa ya yin: One obli- 
gated to immerse himself recites the blessing after 
immersing. This ruling is in accordance with Rav 


Hisda’s statement and the conclusion of the Gemara 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 268:2). 
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In the school of Rav they say: One recites a blessing prior to 
performing all mitzvot, except for the ritual immersion after a 
nocturnal emission and the blowing of the shofar. The Gemara 
elaborates: Granted one does not recite a blessing prior to im- 
mersion, as this man who has not yet immersed is still unfit to 
recite a blessing because he is ritually impure. However, with re- 
gard to a shofar, what is the reason that one does not recite a 
blessing before sounding the shofar? And lest you say the reason 
is due to a concern lest the sounding of the shofar emerge flawed, 
and the blessing will be in vain, ifso, one should not recite a bless- 
ing even prior to ritual slaughter and circumcision, as in those 
cases too one might fail to perform the action in the requisite 
manner. 


Rather, Rav Hisda said: Except for prior to immersion" alone 
was stated, due to the aforementioned reason. The Gemara adds: 
That was also taught in a baraita: With regard to one who im- 
mersed for ritual purification after a nocturnal emission and 
emerged, as he emerges he recites: Blessed... Who has made 
us holy through His mitzvot and commanded us concerning 
immersion.” 


The mishna states that one searches for leaven by the light of the 
lamp, etc. The Gemara asks: From where are these matters, i.e., 
that the search should be conducted by the light of the lamp, de- 
rived? Rav Hisda said: We derive it by the hermeneutic princi- 
ples of verbal analogy and juxtaposition: The term finding in one 
context is derived from finding in another context, and finding 
is derived from the word searching, and this searching is derived 
from searching elsewhere, and searching there is derived from 
the word lamps, and lamps is derived from lamp. 


The Gemara cites the relevant verses included in the above deriva- 
tion. Finding in one context is derived from finding in another 
context by verbal analogy, as it is written here: “Seven days 
leaven shall not be found in your houses” (Exodus 12:19), and 
it is written there: “And he searched, starting with the eldest, 
and ending with the youngest; and the goblet was found in 
Benjamin’s sack” (Genesis 44:12). And the word finding in this 
verse is connected to searching in that same verse by juxta- 
position, as the verse says: “And he searched... and was found.” 


And searching is derived from lamps by means of juxtaposition, 
as it is written: “And it shall come to pass that at that time I will 
search Jerusalem with lamps” (Zephaniah 1:12). And finally, the 
word lamps is derived from lamp" by means of juxtaposition, as 
it is written: “The spirit of man is the lamp of God, searching 
all the inward parts” (Proverbs 20:27). Together these verses 
indicate that the search for leaven must be conducted by the light 
of the lamp. 


Similarly, the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: On the night of 
the fourteenth one searches for leavened bread by the light of 
the lamp. Although there is no absolute proof for this matter, 
there is an allusion to this matter," as it is stated: “Seven days 
leaven shall not be found in your houses,’ and it says: “And he 
searched, starting with the eldest, and ending with the young- 
est; and the goblet was found.” And it says: “At that time I will 
search Jerusalem with lamps,” and it says: “The spirit of man is 
the lamp of God, searching all the inward parts.” 


NOTES 


Concerning immersion — arava by: According to Rashi, this 
is the blessing for all types Of ritual immersion. However, the 
geonim, cited in Tosafot, maintain that this ruling refers specifi- 
cally to the immersion of a convert. The Ra'avad on the Rambam 
(Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 3:23) adds that if a mitzva, or part 
of it, is dependent on others, the blessing is recited after the 
performance of the mitzva. 
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Lamps is derived from lamp — 1313 ni3: As the words lamps 


and lamp do not appear together in the verse cited, this deriva- 


tion is problematic. Tosafot explain that the search of Jerusalem 


with lamps is derived from the search of one's spirit with a lamp. 


There is no proof...there is an allusion — nab TDL... NT PX: 
According to Rashi, these verses do not provide an absolute 


proof, because the verbal analogy is derived from the Prophets 
rather than from the Torah. Other commentaries explain that it 
is only an allusion because the verse: Searching all the inward 
parts, does not refer to a lamp but to a metaphorical search con- 
ducted by God (Tosefot Hakhmei Angliya). Yet others maintain 
that these verses do not provide incontrovertible proof as they 
are not dealing with the search for leaven at all. 
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With regard to this teaching, the Gemara asks a question: What is 
the reason for the last citation introduced by the final And the verse 
says? Why doesn't the previous verse, “At that time I will search 
Jerusalem with lamps,” provide sufficient proof that the search must 
be conducted by the light of the lamp? 


And the Gemara answers: The last verse is necessary, lest you say 
that this verse: “At that time, etc.” is a leniency, as God is saying: 
I will not search Jerusalem by the light of a torch, whose light is 
great, and through which I will expose every sin. Rather, I will 
search by the light of a small lamp, whose light is smaller, which 
will ensure that great sins will be discovered and small sins will 
not be discovered. To counter this argument, the tanna states: 
Come and hear, “The spirit of man is the lamp of God, searching 
all the inward parts.” This verse indicates that everything will be 
found by the light of the lamp, which is the most effective manner 
of searching. 


The Sages taught: One does not search for leaven, neither by the 
light of the sun," nor by the light of the moon, nor by the light 
of a torch." Rather, the search should be conducted by the light of 
a lamp, 


because the light of a lamp is effective for searching. And even 
though there is no proof for this matter, there is an allusion to 
this matter, as it is stated: “Seven days leaven shall not be found 
in your houses” (Exodus 12:19), and it says: “And he searched, 
starting with the eldest, and ending with the youngest; and the 
goblet was found in Benjamin’s sack...” (Genesis 44:12). And it 
says: “At that time I will search Jerusalem with lamps” (Zephaniah 
1:12), and it says: “The spirit of man is the lamp of God, searching 
all the inward parts” (Proverbs 20:27). 


The Gemara asks a question: This light of the sun, by which one 

may not conduct the search for leaven, what are the circumstances 

of this case? If we say it is referring to conducting a search in the 

courtyard," didn’t Rava say that a courtyard does not require 

searching, due to the ravens and other birds that are found there, 
and will certainly eat any leaven there? Rather, perhaps this ruling 
is referring to a portico, which is not frequented by ravens. How- 
ever, this cannot be the correct interpretation either, as didn’t Rava 
say with regard to that case that a portico may be searched by its 

own light, i.e., one need not use a lamp at all when searching a 
portico, but one may search it by sunlight?" 


The Gemara answers: No, this statement with regard to sunlight is 
necessary with regard to the skylight that is in a room. The Ge- 
mara asks: And with regard to the area to which the tanna is refer- 
ring, where in the room is it located? Ifhe is referring to the place 
opposite the skylight, the legal status of that area is like that of a 
portico, as its abundant sunlight is adequate to search for leaven. 
Rather, the tanna is referring to the sides of the room. In those areas, 
one cannot rely on the sunlight from the skylight. He must search 
by the light of the lamp. 


Searching a courtyard — "¥NM MTA: It is not necessary to search 
the middle of a courtyard for leaven, as it can be assumed that any 
leaven left there would have been eaten by birds, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rava (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 433:6). 


HALAKHA 
Searching a portico — mT% npa: One who searches for 
leaven during the day in a portico with a great deal of light or in 
an area near a window does so without a lamp (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 4331). 


NOTES 
Neither by the light of the sun - manz aid x5: In 
the Jerusalem Talmud it is stated that this is refer- 
ring to one who neglected to search for leaven on 
the evening of the fourteenth of Nisan and had no 
choice but to conduct his search on the morning of 
the fourteenth. 


HALAKHA 

Searching for leaven by the light of the sun — 
many rind mprta: Even if one conducts the search 
for leaven during the day, he may not search for 
leaven by the light of the sun. The lone exception to 
this principle is an area adjacent to a window. The 
same halakha applies to the light of the moon, in 
accordance with the baraita (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 433:1). 


Searching for leaven with a torch - npaya nya: 
One may not conduct the search for leaven with a 
torch. The legal status of two candles braided to- 
gether is like that of a torch in terms of this halakha 
(Rema, citing Maharil). Instead, the search should be 
performed with a single lamp (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 433:2). 
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NOTES 
Torch — nyag: Some commentaries say that in 
contrast to a lamp, which has a single wick, a torch 
is comprised of several wicks entwined. Others 
explain that the difference is that a lamp burns 
oil while a torch is made of wax (Rabbi Yehonatan 
of Narvonne). 


Veranda roof — 2»¥97 33: A different version of the 
Gemara states: Roof and veranda. The advantage 
of this latter reading is that the standard reading 
indicates that other roofs must be searched for 
leaven, which is not the case (Ritva). 


A bed that...separates — nppanai...mn: This in- 
terpretation, that there might ‘be leaven under the 
bed, is in accordance with the opinion of Rashi. 
Others explain that the issue here is whether 
searching the bed itself is comparable to search- 
ing upper and lower holes in the house (Rabbi 
Yitzhak ibn Giat). 


BACKGROUND 


Veranda roof — 3»¥971 aa: A small room or part of 
a room that protrudes from a house with an in- 
clined roof. 


A bed that...separates — nppavai...mw1: A bed 
with wood and stones beneath it that divides a 
room into two parts. 


HALAKHA 
A veranda roof and a closet roof — Yamn WYT: 
One is not required to search the tops of closets or 
the roofs of verandas that are inclined and cannot 
be used for storage, as it can be assumed these 
places do not contain any leaven (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 433:5). 


Searching a cowshed and chicken coops - n73 
poy n9: There is no need to search for leaven in 
a cowshed or chicken coop, as any leaven there 
would have been eaten by the animals or chick- 
ens, as stated in the baraita (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 433:7). 


Searching holes in the wall - pain nTa: With 
regard to a hole in a wall that separates two neigh- 
bors, each one searches for leaven as far as he can 
reach. It is sufficient for each neighbor to render 
null and void any leaven in the unreachable space 
in the hole (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 433:7). 


Searching holes in the house — maa "in npa: 
In the case of holes in the wall and protrusions 
that are either higher than a person’s reach or less 
than three handbreadths off the ground (based 
on the Jerusalem Talmud; Vilna Gaon), one is not 
required to search for leaven (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 433:4). 
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The Gemara asks: And is the light of a torch" not bright enough for 
searching? But didn’t Rava say: What is the meaning of that which is 
written, “And a brightness appears as the light; He has rays at His side; 
and there is the hiding of His power” (Habakkuk 3:4), which indicates 
that God will provide rays of glory for the righteous in the future? The 
Sages explained this verse by means a parable: To what are the righteous 
comparable before the Divine Presence? They are comparable to a 
lamp in the face of a torch. This statement indicates that the light of a 
torch is significantly greater than that of a lamp, and consequently, a torch 
should be more effective in the search for leaven. And likewise Rava said: 
One who uses a torch for the blessing over fire in havdala has performed 
the mitzva in the optimal manner. Apparently, the light of a torch is 
greater than that of a lamp. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: The baraita does not prohibit the use of 
a torch due to its failure to provide sufficient light. Rather, it is due to 
the fact that one can put this lamp into holes and crevices, as it is a 
small flame, and one cannot put that torch into holes and crevices, 
as it is a large flame. 

Rav Zevid said: This lamp projects its light before it, facilitating the 
search, and that torch projects its light behind it, on the person 
conducting the search. 

Rav Pappa said: The reason is that when using this torch one fears start- 
ing a fire, and when using that lamp he does not fear starting a fire. 
Ravina said: This lamp consistently draws light, and the light of that 
torch fluctuates. Although overall the torch provides greater light than 

a lamp, it is less effective for use in a search. 


We learned in the mishna: Any place into which one does not typically 
take leaven does not require searching. The Gemara asks: What does the 
inclusive phrase: Any place, come to include? The Gemara answers that 
it comes to include that which the Sages taught in a baraita: The upper 
and lower holes in the wall of a house that are difficult to use, as well as 
a veranda roof," a closet roof," a cowshed, chicken coops,' a store- 
house for straw, a wine cellar, and a storeroom for oil; all these do not 
require that a search be conducted. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: 
A bed that divides the area inside a house and space separates’ the 
bottom of the bed from the floor requires a search, as there might be 
leaven beneath it. 


The Gemara raises a contradiction between this baraita and another: 
With regard to a hole in a wall" that is between a house belonging to one 
person and a house belonging to another, this neighbor searches to the 
point that his hand reaches, and that neighbor searches to the point 
that his hand reaches. And as for leaven found in the rest of the hole, 
each one renders it null and void in his heart. Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel says: A bed that divides the area inside a house, with wood 
and stones placed under it, and space separates the bottom of the bed 
from the wood and stones beneath it, does not require searching. 


This is difficult due to a contradiction between the ruling with regard to 
a bed in the first baraita, where Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says that it 
requires a search, and the ruling with regard to a bed in the second barai- 
ta, where he rules that no search is required. Furthermore, it is similarly 
difficult due to a contradiction between the ruling with regard to holes 
in the first baraita, that a search is not required, and the ruling with regard 
to holes in the second baraita, that a search is required. 


The Gemara answers: The apparent contradiction between the first 
ruling with regard to holes and the second ruling with regard to holes 
is not difficult. This baraita, which rules that one need not search them, 
is referring to upper and lower holes, which are difficult to use. And that 
baraita, which rules that one is required to search them, is referring to 
intermediate holes," whose use is convenient. The apparent contradic- 
tion between the first ruling with regard to a bed and the second ruling 
with regard to a bed is similarly not difficult. This baraita, which rules 
that one is required to search them, is referring to a bed that is raised off 
the floor, and that ruling, that one need not search them, is referring to 
abed that is low and the space beneath it cannot be used, and presumably, 
there is no leaven there. 
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With regard to this baraita, the Gemara asks: And do wine storages not 
require searching? But wasn’t it taught in a baraita: Wine storages 
require searching; oil storages do not require searching. The Gemara 
answers: With what are we dealing here? It is a case where one sup- 
plies wine from the storage during the meal. The Gemara raises a diffi- 
culty: If so, then in the case of oil storages, if one supplies oil from the 
storage during the meal, he should be obligated to search there as well. 


The Gemara answers: With regard to oil, there is a fixed quantity used 
for eating a meal. A person knows how much oil he will require before 
the meal begins, and he will therefore supply himself with any oil that 
he will need before the meal, and no leaven will enter the storage. How- 
ever, with regard to wine, there is no fixed quantity used for drinking, 
as one does not know how much wine he will drink during the meal. 
Consequently, it is possible that he will descend to his wine cellar with 
bread in his hand to replenish his supply of wine. 


Rabbi Hiyya teaches: The Sages rendered the legal status of the beer 
storages in Babylonia" like that of wine storages in Eretz Yisrael, with 
regard to one who supplies wine from the storage during the meal. Any 
storage from which one replenishes his supply during the meal requires 
searching for leaven. 


Rav Hisda said: A fish storage does not require searching. The 
Gemara raises a difficulty: But wasn’t it taught in a baraita that a fish 
storage requires searching? The Gemara answers: This is not difficult; 
this lenient ruling is referring to large fish, and that stringent ruling 
deals with small fish." Since one does not know exactly how many small 
fish he will require for the meal, he might need to replenish his supply 
during his meal. 


Rabba bar Rav Huna said: A salt storage and a storage for candles 
require searching for leaven, as one might have entered those storages 
during a meal. Rav Pappa likewise said: A wood storage and a storage 
for dates require searching for the same reason. 


It was taught in the Tosefta: The Sages do not require one to place his 
hand into holes and crevices to search for leaven, due to the danger 
involved. The Gemara asks: Due to what danger? If we say it is due to 
the danger of a scorpion’ that might be in this hole, when he made use 
of the hole in the first place, how did he make use of it if there were 
scorpions there? If the hole is never used, there is no need to search it 
in any case. The Gemara answers: No, it is necessary to search this hole 
in a case where leaven fell into it unintentionally. 


The Gemara asks: If the tanna is referring to a case where leaven fell into 
the hole, again, why do I need to conduct a search? But didn’t we learn 
in a mishna with regard to leaven upon which a rockslide fell," it is 
considered removed from the owner’s possession? Here too, any leav- 
en that fell into the hole should be considered removed. The Gemara 
answers: There, where the tanna said it is as though it were removed, he 
is referring to a case where the rockslide buries the leaven so that even 
a dog cannot search for it. Here, it is referring a hole that is not so deep, 
and therefore a dog can search for it and extract the leaven from the 
hole. 


The Gemara questions the halakha in the Tosefta from a different angle. 
Why is there any concern about danger in this case? But didn’t Rabbi 
Elazar say: Those on the path to perform a mitzva are not susceptible 
to harm throughout the process of performing the mitzva? Rav Ashi 
said: Here we are concerned lest he will also have lost a needle in the 
same place, and he will look for it while he is searching for the leaven. 
Since he is not merely searching for leaven, the merit of the mitzva will 
not protect him. 


The Gemara asks: And in a case like that, where there is personal inter- 
est intermingled with the performance ofa mitzva, is it not nevertheless 
considered a mitzva? But wasn’t it taught in a baraita that one who 
says: I am contributing this sela to charity so that my son will live, or 
if he says: I am performing the mitzva so that I will be one destined for 
the World-to-Come, 


NOTES 
Beer storages in Babylonia — basa Dv Nisin: Since 
beer was unpopular in Eretz Yisrael it was consumed 
in limited amounts, and it was unlikely that one would 


need to enter a beer cellar in the middle of a meal 
(Rabbeinu Mano’ah). 


Large and small fish — 11911 3937: Some commentar- 
ies claim that the reason one would need to replenish 
his supply of small fish during a meal is that it is difficult 
to assess how many he will require, whereas it is easier 
to assess the size of big fish (Rav Ya'akov Emden). Oth- 
ers explain that big fish are more expensive, and one 
would therefore wish to bring as few as possible to 
the table, while bringing cheaper small fish is not a 
problem (Hokhmat Manoa). 


BACKGROUND 

Scorpion - 377¥: Scorpions are found widely distrib- 
uted over all continents, with the exception of Antarc- 
tica, in a variety of terrestrial habitats except the high- 
latitude tundra. Scorpions number over 1,700 described 
species, with thirteen extant families recognized to 
date. Scorpion venom has a fearsome reputation, but 
only about twenty-five species are known to have 
venom capable of killing a human being. One of the 
species found in the Middle East is Buthus occitanus, the 
common yellow scorpion. This scorpion is venomous 
but its toxicity varies markedly across its range. 


Common yellow scorpion 


HALAKHA 
Leaven upon which a rockslide fell — voy Taw yan 
nbisn: If the rockslide fell on leaven and formed a pile 
more than six handbreadths high, so that a dog cannot 
get to it, one need not conduct a search. It is sufficient 
for him to nullify it in his heart (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 433:8). 
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NOTES 

This is a full-fledged righteous person — Waa PIS Mt 77: See 
Rashi and Tosafot, who discuss the extent of his righteousness 
in this context. In any event, all agree that this is not the optimal 
manner in which to give charity (Hiddushei HaRan). Some com- 
mentaries say that this statement applies only to the mitzva of 
charity and other interpersonal mitzvot. The reason is that since 
another person benefits from the charity, the ulterior motive of 
the one performing the mitzva does not undermine the mitzva 
(Rabbi Yom Tov of Trani). 


HALAKHA 
A hole in a wall between a Jew and a gentile - 117 paw sin 
ward: One need not search a hole in a wall between the house 
ofa Jew anda gentile, as the gentile might suspect the Jew of 
casting a spell on him. This might in turn endanger the Jew. The 
halakha is in accordance with Pelimu, as the Gemara’s discus- 
sion centers upon his ruling (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 433:7). 


LANGUAGE 


Fields [baga] — «ata: From the Persian bay, meaning a garden. 
In Aramaic the word connotes an open, rural space, or a field. 


40 


PEREK I: 8B NATN PWD 


wna xt ma pr m arnt 
AN WY) MN PITT 


DWR wae PRY 33 yom N 
OTT KT 1D Dra MDD 
PTa -K tm paw sin 
IMUM Nya Tw Dipa aw 
inyy by: TX hs iba bean 

EDT DN PTA WY 


NID ND ON FMJD OND 
DI WAAWN 3 - DDW 
— PANDY 3 ONT WATY 
ony as PDA xd) aia KAD 
Pron ream KIWI ND -KoT 

NYIN 


myn TD YIN 937 ANT 
XPT DW MDT PPI PX 
bnw INY IKW YK 
230071 baw pow ‘bs PX 
77a npn apa nay 7 aw 

ran 


23732307 IW WPA WA 
XD ond IA MANIA TT 
Any: ab 12x?) rab Kaw 
sox Pen bony SN by) hy 
xa x ant 


ove spins 931 ae DAN 
wn DVT NY pina pe MD 
NBD JVI 


this person is a full-fledged righteous person’ as far as that mitz- 
va is concerned? These ulterior motives, e.g., seeking a reward, do 

not detract from the value of the mitzva. The Gemara answers: 
There is still concern lest he look for the needle after he searched 

for leaven and completed the search. There is danger that since he 

already completed the mitzva, its merit will not protect him when 

he is searching for the needle. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: The danger referred to by the 
Tosefta is the danger posed by gentiles. And this ruling is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of the tanna Pelimu. As it was taught 
in a baraita: With regard to a hole in a wall located between the 
residences of a Jew and a gentile," one searches in the hole as far 
as his hand reaches, and the rest he renders null and void in his 
heart. Pelimu said: One does not search the entire hole at all, 
due to the danger involved. 


The Gemara asks: Due to what danger? If we say it is due to the 
danger of sorcery, i.e., the gentile will suspect the Jew of casting 
spells on him and will come to hate him and threaten him, if so, 
when he made use of the hole in the first place, how did he make 
use of it without arousing the enmity of his gentile neighbor? If 
the hole is never used there is no need to search it in any case. The 
Gemara answers: There, when he made use of the hole, it was 
during the day and there was light, and the gentile would not 
raise the suspicion that the Jew was casting spells in his mind. 
Here, it is during the night and the search is performed with a 
lamp, and the gentile would raise the suspicion that the Jew was 
casting spells in his mind. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But didn’t Rabbi Elazar say that 
those on the path to perform a mitzva are not susceptible to 
harm throughout the process of performing the mitzva? The 
Gemara responds: Ina place where danger is commonplace it is 
different, as one should not rely on a miracle, as it is stated with 
regard to God’s command to Samuel to anoint David as king in 
place of Saul: “And Samuel said: How will I go, and Saul will 
hear and kill me; and God said: Take in your hand a calf and 
say: I have come to offer a sacrifice to God” (1 Samuel 16:2). Even 
when God Himself issued the command, there is concern with 
regard to commonplace dangers. 


They raised a dilemma before Rav: With regard to those mem- 
bers of the school of Rav who live in the fields [baga ]" far away 
from the city, what is the halakha as to whether they may come 
early before dawn and in the evening after dark to Rav’s school, 
or should they be concerned about robbers? He said to them: Let 
them come, and responsibility for their safety is upon me and 
my neck. They asked him: What is your opinion about returning 
home? He said to them: I do not know if it is possible to rely on 
the protection of the mitzva when returning home. 


On arelated note, it was stated that Rabbi Elazar said: Those on 
the path to perform a mitzva are not susceptible to harm; nei- 
ther when they go nor when they return. The Gemara asks: In 
accordance with whose opinion did he say this? 


Who live in the fields — Kaxa 997: In several places in Ba- 
bylonia people lived in cities "with high population density 
that were sometimes also surrounded by walls. During the 
day, these residents would leave the city to work in the fields. 
The empty space between one city and another was a kind 


BACKGROUND 


of no-man's land, and it was common for groups of thieves, 
bandits, and sometimes even dangerous animals to prey 
on people walking in those areas. For this reason walking 
in this open area at night was considered dangerous even 
near the city. 
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The Gemara answers: It is in accordance with the opinion of this 
tanna, as it was taught in a baraita that Isi ben Yehuda says: With 
regard to that which the Torah said: “And no man shall covet 
your land, when you go up to appear before God your Lord three 
times in the year” (Exodus 34:24), this teaches that your cow 
shall graze" in the meadow and no beast will harm it, and your 
rooster shall peck in the garbage dump and no marten [hulda]® 
shall harm it. In other words, your property will be protected 
while everyone ascends to Jerusalem for the Festival, despite the 
fact that the farm will not be defended. 


And are these matters not inferred a fortiori? And if those ani- 
mals that typically are harmed by other animals are not harmed, 
due to the protection provided by the mitzva, people who typi- 
cally are not harmed, as they are capable of protecting them- 
selves, all the more so, will not be harmed due to the protection 
provided by the mitzva of ascending to Jerusalem for the Festival. 
I have only derived that one is protected when going to Jerusa- 
lem; from where is it derived that one is protected even when 
returning from the Temple? The verse states: “You shall roast 
and eat the Paschal lamb in the place which God your Lord shall 
choose; and you shall turn in the morning and go to your tents” 
(Deuteronomy 16:7). This teaches that you shall go and upon 
your return find your tent in peace, unharmed. 


The Gemara asks: And once we derived that the merit of a mitz- 
va protects a person even when returning, why do I need a 
source to teach that he is protected when he goes? This teaching 
could also be derived by means of an a fortiori inference. The 
Gemara answers: Actually, the first verse is interpreted in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Ami, as Rabbi Ami said: Any 
person who has land in his possession is obligated to ascend to 
the Temple for the three pilgrim Festivals. And one who does 
not have land in his possession is not obligated to ascend for the 
Festivals, as the verse states: Your land, in the context of the 
obligation to ascend to Jerusalem for the three Pilgrim Festivals. 


Apropos the ascent to Jerusalem for a Festival and the perfor- 
mance of a mitzva with ulterior motives, the Gemara cites that 
which Rabbi Avin bar Rav Adda said that Rabbi Yitzhak said: 
Due to what reason are there no fruits of Ginnosar,® which 
were of the highest quality, growing in Jerusalem? Why is Jeru- 
salem not graced with this produce? The reason is so that the 
pilgrims would not say: If we had ascended only to eat the fruit 
of Ginnosar, it would have been sufficient for us. The ascent to 
Jerusalem would then be performed not for its own sake. 


NOTES 
That your cow shall graze - nyia IB anw: Some 
commentaries explain that the protection of the animals 
is derived from a homiletic interpretation of the verse: No 
man shall covet your land. Your land is a reference to one’s 
cow, as is stated elsewhere in the Gemara that one of the 
Sages called his cow: My field. The phrasing of the verse 
in Hebrew can also be interpreted as: No one will covet 
your man, a reference to one’s rooster, which is called man 
[gever] (Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz; Tosefot Hakhmei Angliya). 


_ BACKGROUND — 
Marten [hulda] - mbar: The hulda of the Talmud, which 
is probably the same as the holed of Leviticus 19:29, is 
described here as a predator of fowl; in tractate Ta'anit 8a 
it is referenced as killing a human baby. Yisrael Aharoni, 
an influential early-twentieth-century Israeli zoologist, 
proposed that it is the brown rat. This is indeed predatory, 
and thus hulda became the name for the rat in modern 
Hebrew. However, we now know that brown rats only 
reached the Middle East from Norway very recently; in 
the talmudic era, the only rat present was the black rat, 
a much smaller rodent, which is not predatory. A more 
viable approach is that of the medieval European rabbinic 
tradition, which identifies the hulda as a member of the 
weasel family. The weasel itself does not live in the Middle 
East, although it did live there in the early biblical era and 
possibly survived through to talmudic times. However, it 
is exclusively carnivorous, and would not drag leavened 
bread, as is mentioned in this chapter. The marten, which 
belongs to the same family, is found in Israel and it may 
be the hulda. 


Marten 
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View of Kibbutz Ginnosar from the Sea of Galilee 


View of Kibbutz Ginnosar from Mount Arbel 
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NOTES 

The fruit of Ginnosar and the hot springs of Tiberias - 
STAD am TINA MW: Some commentaries connect this 
discussion to the tradition that many types of vegetation 
from a variety of places were grown in Jerusalem. This 
statement indicates that the same conditions existed in 
Jerusalem as in Ginnosar and Tiberias. Therefore, the Ge- 
mara explains, the only reason these entities don't exist 
in Jerusalem is so that people would not travel on the 
pilgrimage for ulterior motives (Josefot Rabbeinu Peretz). 


Two rows — nia mw: In the Jerusalem Talmud an opin- 
ion is cited that it is not sufficient to search the top row 
in the right-angle shape of the letter gamma, but one 
must search the row beneath that one as well, also in the 
shape of a gamma. 


HALAKHA 
Any place into which one does not take leaven - nipa 
Yan ia pod pw: The principle with regard to the 
search for leaven is that no search is required in any place 
where it is unlikely that leaven was introduced (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 433:3). 


LANGUAGE 
Gamma [gam] - 0x3: From the Greek Tappa (T), gamma, 
the third letter of the Greek alphabet. The Sages use the 
term gamma to refer to a right angle. 
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On asimilar note, Rabbi Dostai, son of Rabbi Yannai, said: Due 
to what reason are the hot springs of Tiberias not located in 
Jerusalem? It is so that the pilgrims would not say: If we had 
only ascended to bathe in the hot springs of Tiberias," it would 
have been sufficient for us. The ascent to Jerusalem would then 
be performed not for its own sake. 


We learned in the mishna: And with regard to what did the Sages 
of previous generations say that one must search two rows of wine 
barrels ina cellar, etc. The Gemara asks: A cellar, who mentioned 
anything about that? What led the tanna to begin a discussion of 
a wine cellar? 


The Gemara answers that this is what the tanna is saying: Any 
place into which one does not take leaven" does not require 
searching, and wine storages and oil storages also do not re- 
quire searching. And with regard to what did the Sages say that 
one must search two rows in a cellar? This statement is referring 
to a place into which one brings leavened bread, and where one 
supplies wine from the storage during the meal. 


We learned in the mishna that Beit Shammai say that one must 
search the first two rows" across the entire cellar. Rav Yehuda 
said: The two rows that they stated are two full rows in the front, 
from the ground up to the ceiling.” And Rabbi Yohanan said: 
‘These two rows are one row at a right angle, like the shape of the 
letter gamma [gam]," i.e., the entire length and height of the front 
row and the entire top row of the barrels along the length and 
width of the cellar. 


The Gemara comments: One baraita was taught in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Yehuda, and one baraita was taught in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. One baraita was 
taught in accordance with the opinion of Rav Yehuda: Beit 
Shammai say that one must search two rows across the entire 
front of the cellar, and the two rows that were stated are from 
the ground up to the ceiling. One baraita was taught in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan: One must search two 
rows across the entire cellar, i.e., the outer row that faces the 
door, and the upper row that faces the ceiling. The rows inward 
from the outermost one and the rows lower than the uppermost 
one do not require searching. 


The opinion of Beit Shammai according to the interpretation 
of Rav Yehuda - nym 31 wava 3b NO! a Now: 


BACKGROUND 


The opinion of Beit Shammai according to the interpretation 
of Rabbi Yohanan — pani a1 wava Ey NO! a now: 


Rows that require searching according to Rav Yehuda 


Rows that require searching according to Rabbi Yohanan 
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We further learned in the mishna that Beit Hillel say: It is suf- 
ficient to search the two external rows, which are the upper 
ones." There is an amoraic dispute with regard to this statement. 
Rav said it is referring to the uppermost row of barrels and the 

row that is beneath it.” And Shmuel said it means the upper- 
most front row and the next one that is inward into the cellar.® 

What is the reason for the opinion of Rav? He infers from the 

term: Outer rows, that Beit Hillel mean that both rows face 

outward. The Gemara raises a difficulty: But doesn’t the mish- 
na also teach: Upper rows, indicating that both rows are adja- 
cent to the ceiling? The Gemara answers: This term comes to 

exclude the lowest of the lower rows. One must search only 
the top two rows. 


And Shmuel said the mishna is referring to the uppermost 
front row and the next one that is inward into the cellar. What 
is the reason for the opinion of Shmuel? He infers from the 
term: Upper rows, that one must search the first two rows on 
the top level of barrels. The Gemara raises a difficulty: But 
doesn’t the mishna also teach: Outer row? The Gemara an- 
swers that this word comes to exclude the innermost of the 
inner rows. One must search only the two outermost rows. The 
Gemara comments: Rabbi Hiyya teaches a baraita in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rav, and all the other tanna’im, who 
recite the mishnayot and baraitot by heart, teach in accordance 
with the opinion of Shmuel. The Gemara concludes: And the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel." 


| BACKGROUND 


The opinion of Beit Hillel according to the interpretation of The opinion of Beit Hillel according to the interpretation of 
Shmuel — Drew waa 9) Yor ma now: 


Rav — 3199 955 Son ma now: 


Rows that require searching according to Rav 


Rows that require searching according to Shmuel 


| HALAKHA 


of the Rambam, the Rosh, and Rabbeinu Yona, whose ver- 


Searching barrels that are in the cellar - niay na 
mvaaw: In a cellar with barrels of wine stacked in rows, one 
is obligated to search the upper row and the row beneath 
it. This ruling is in accordance with Rav's explanation of Beit 
Hillel’s opinion, as the halakha is in accordance with Rav in 
his disagreements with Shmuel. This is based on the rulings 


sions of the Gemara apparently do not include the state- 
ment: And the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Shmuel, which is probably a later addition that was not 
part of the original text of the Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 433:9). 


— nomes — 
External and upper rows — maby) Mision: This dispute is 
puzzling, as the inferences from the terms outer and upper 
are presumably equally valid and the amora‘im should both 
learn the halakha from both. Some commentaries explain that 
Rav maintains it is more plausible to infer a conclusion from 
the earlier phrase, outer row, whereas Shmuel claims that the 
term outer merely modifies the more central term, upper rows 
(Tosafot of Rabbi Shimshon of Saens; Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz). 
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Concern with regard to a marten — Daraa wwr: After searching 
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The residences of gentiles — Dian ninrita: Any house where a 
gentile has lived for forty days has the presumptive status of ritual 
impurity. A Jew who enters that house is impure by rabbinic law, 
due to the concern that the gentile may have buried a stillborn 


baby there. This halakha applies even i 
unmarried. If there are pigs, martens, o 


the man who lives there is 
r similar animals in the area 


one need not be concerned that the 


house is ritually impure, as 


the animals would certainly have consumed the body (Rambam 


Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 11:7-8). 
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not be concerned that perhaps a mar- 
ten dragged" leaven from house to house, or from place to 
place, placing leaven in a house that was already searched. As 
if so, one need also be concerned that perhaps leaven might 
have been dragged from courtyard to courtyard and from city 
to city. In that case, there is no end to the matter, and it would 
be impossible to rely on any search for leaven. 


G E M ARA The Gemara infers from the mishna: 


The reason that one need not search 
again is that we did not see the marten drag the leaven from 
the house; however, if we saw the marten drag leaven from the 
house, we are indeed concerned that it dragged the leaven 
into the second house, and it therefore requires searching for 
leaven. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But why is this so? Let us say 
that the marten ate the bread it took. Didn’t we learn in a 
mishna: The residences of gentiles™ are ritually impure, as 
their wives may have miscarried, and due to the fact that gen- 
tiles would bury their stillborn babies in their houses, all their 
residences are deemed ritually impure due to the possibility of 
impurity imparted by a corpse. And how long must a gentile 
have stayed in a residence for the residence to require search- 
ing? He must have lived there for forty days. The reason is that 
until forty days after conception the miscarried fetus is not 
classified as a stillborn, as it is not sufficiently developed before 
that stage. 


This mishna continues: And this decree applies even though 
the gentile resident has no wife. In issuing the decree, the Sages 
did not distinguish between a married couple anda single man, 
so that people would not err in its application (Me’iri). And any 
place where a marten or a pig can enter unimpeded need not 
be searched, as presumably if a stillborn was buried there, one 
of these animals would have taken it. As this mishna indicates 
that there is a presumption that martens eat whatever they find, 
the Gemara suggests that the same should apply to leaven. 
Therefore, even if one actually saw the marten take the bread, 
he can assume that the animal ate it, obviating the need for an 
additional search. 


Rabbi Zeira said: This is not difficult, as in this case, where no 
search is required, it is referring to flesh, whereas in that case, 
where one is required to search again, it is referring to bread. 
Rabbi Zeira elaborates: With regard to flesh, a marten does 
not leave remnants behind, and therefore the stillborn would 
have been entirely consumed. With regard to bread, however, 
the marten leaves remnants behind, requiring an additional 
search. 


NOTES 
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One need not be concerned that perhaps a marten 
dragged, etc. -^a nAn mma wiaw pwwin py: According 


to the Rambam, this mishna follows from the previous one. 


The previous mishna stated that one is obligated to search 
for leaven only in places where it is normally brought, but is 


not required to search places where leaven is never taken. 


This mishna adds that there is no concern that perhaps a 
marten brought leaven into a place where it is not normally 


eaten (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 
2:6-7; see Lehem Mishne 2:7). 


The residences of gentiles - Drian nia: See Rashi, who 
addresses the nature of ritual impurity involved. The Rashash 
claims that everyone agrees that in a tent over a corpse, 
even the corpse of a gentile, ritual impurity is imparted to 
everything in the tent as though it had come into contact 
with the corpse. 
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Rava said: What is this comparison? These cases are not comparable. 
Granted, there, with regard to the stillborn, one could say that it was 
in the house and one could say that it was not in the house. And even 
if you say it was there, say that the marten ate it. The very presence of 
the stillborn in the house is based on an assumption, and even ifit was 
there, it was probably consumed. However here, where one definitely 
saw the marten take the bread, who will say that the marten ate it? It 
is a conflict between an uncertainty whether or not the marten ate the 
bread, and a certainty" that the bread was there. The principle is that 
an uncertainty does not override a certainty. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty against this principle: And is it so that an 

uncertainty does not override a certainty? But wasn’t it taught in a 

baraita: With regard to a haver who died and left a storehouse filled 

with produce, even if the produce was there only that day, the fruit has 

the presumptive status of produce that was ritually prepared, i.e., prop- 
erly tithed. The assumption is that the owner tithed it himself or com- 
manded others to do so. However, here, this produce was certainly 
untithed at the outset, and there is uncertainty whether they are tithed 

or whether they are not tithed. Despite this conflict, the uncertainty 
whether they were tithed comes and overrides the certainty that they 
were untithed produce. 


The Gemara rejects this contention: There, the conflict is between 
certainty and certainty, as the produce is certainly tithed, in accor- 
dance with the statement of Rabbi Hanina Hoza’a. As Rabbi Hanina 
Hoza’a said: There is a presumption with regard to a haver that 
he does not allow produce that is not ritually prepared, to leave his 
possession. It is therefore certain that the produce is tithed. 


And if you wish, say instead that in that case the conflict is between 
uncertainty and uncertainty, as perhaps one could say that the pro- 
duce was never initially untithed. It is possible that there was never an 
obligation to tithe this produce, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Oshaya. 


As Rabbi Oshaya said: A person may employ artifice" to circumvent 
obligations incumbent upon him in dealing with his grain," and bring 
it into the courtyard in its chaff so that his animal may eat" from it. 
And this grain is exempt from tithes. Although the obligation to tithe 
produce that has been fully processed applies even to animal fodder, it 
is permitted to feed one’s animal untithed produce that has not been 
fully processed. In light of this halakha it is possible that the fruit of the 
haver in the storehouse may not have been subject to the obligation to 
be tithed. Consequently, the aforementioned case involving produce is 
a conflict between two uncertain factors, as it is uncertain whether or 
not the owner was obligated to tithe the produce in the first place, and 
even if he was required to do so, itis uncertain whether or not the haver 
tithed it. 


The Gemara raises a further difficulty against Rava: And is it so that an 
uncertainty does not override a certainty? But wasn’t it taught in a 
baraita that Rabbi Yehuda said: There was an incident involving the 
maidservant of a certain violent person" in the city of Rimon,’ who 
threw a stillborn baby into a pit, 


NOTES 


Uncertainty and certainty — »x1 pap: This discussion with regard processing the grain, as he plans to tithe all the produce afterward 


to the relative significance of doubt and certainty in confrontations 
between them cannot be applied to all cases of uncertainty in 
halakha, as in some cases of uncertainty the probability of both 
possibilities is equal and their relative likelihoods cannot be deter- 
mined. However, with regard to the uncertainties discussed here, 
the positive result is more common, and it stands to reason that 
indeed that was the way it happened even though there is no 
aharam Halawa). 


conclusive proof (see Tosafot and 


A person may employ artifice with his grain - by DIX OW 
ingan: The early commentaries ask why the Gemara suggests that 


(Maharam Halawa). Others maintain that he intends to tithe the 
produce himself, but he employs this artifice to prevent a situation 
where members of his household could forget to tithe the produce 
and unwittingly eat it untithed (Tosefot Rid). 


So that his animal may eat — nbis inanga Km: Some com- 
mentaries explain that the owner of the animal may actually eat 
this produce himself. He can say that he is taking the produce into 
his house as fodder for his animals, and subsequently eat it untithed 
once it was exempt when he brought it into his courtyard (Rashba, 
citing Ra'avad). 


a haver, who is scrupulous in the performance of mitzvot, might 


employ artifice to exempt his produce from tithes. Some explain 
that the haver does so only as a temporary measure until he finishes 


Violent person [metzik] - px: Some commentaries read masik, 
a producer of olive oil (Tosefot HaRashba). 


HALAKHA 
Artifice in tithing — Wyma mawi: One who brings 
grain into his courtyard before removing the chaff, in 
order to feed it to his animals, may eat it himself in 
his courtyard. The reason for this leniency is that the 
obligation to tithe is not yet in effect with regard to 
this produce (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 331:4). 


BACKGROUND 


Rimon — ja: Rimon was the name of a village in 
the Lower Galilee, several kilometers from Tzippori. 
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NOTES 


And a priest came and glanced — yx 713 x31: The com- 
mentaries disagree as to why the priest looked in the pit, ex- 
posing himself to the possibility that he would be rendered 
ritually impure by doing so. Many suggest that this pries 
was an am ha'aretz who was unaware that it is prohibited 
for a priest to become ritually impure. Others suggest tha 
he was a child sent by the woman to examine the pit. Ye 
others claim that he sought to provide a halakhic answer to 
a question he was asked with regard to the days of her ritua 
purity and impurity. It is also possible that the woman lived 
in his house, and he sought to ascertain whether she was 
ritually pure or impure so as to keep the food in a state o 
ritual purity. Alternatively, he sought to ascertain whether 
the time when she will be obligated to bring an offering 
would coincide with his priestly watch in the Temple. Finally, 
there is the possibility that he was related to her and it was 
permitted for him to become ritually impure to deal with 
the child (Rashi). 


LANGUAGE 
Polecat [bardelas] - Dyna: From the Greek napdaXtc, 
pardalis, meaning leopard. It is also used in reference to 
other spotted animals. 


HALAKHA 
A stillborn in a pit - sina bax: If one leans over a pit in which 
there may be a stillborn baby, and there are martens or simi- 
lar animals in the area, the assumption is that an animal took 
the stillborn and ate it, and the person leaning over the pit is 
ritually pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 9:11). 
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Polecat [bardelas] 
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- Dyna: The bardelas mentioned here is not 
the same as the bardelas in the mishna in tractate Bava Kama 
1:4. The mishna there is using a variation of the Greek term 
pardalis, and is referring to the cheetah, though it is explained 
in the Babylonian Talmud that this is the striped hyena. The 
bardelas described here, accompanying the hulda as a creature 
that raids grain from human dwellings, is clearly not referring 
to the cheetah or hyena. However, various manuscripts of the 
Talmud and Midrash have the word mandaris, or a variation 
thereof, instead of bardelas. It therefore appears that the word 
bardelas here is in fact a textual corruption, and that the original 
term was mandaris. The mandaris likely refers to the polecat. 


Polecat 


and a priest came and glanced" at the baby to ascertain whether 
it is male or whether it is female, as a woman who has just given 
birth, even to a stillborn, is ritually impure for different lengths of 
time, depending on whether she gave birth to a male or a female 
(see Leviticus 12). And the incident came before the Sages, to rule 
whether or not the priest contracted ritual impurity when standing 
over the corpse, and they deemed him ritually pure. The basis 
for this ruling was due to the fact that as a marten and a polecat 
[bardelas]"! are found there, it is likely that the baby was dragged 
away before the priest arrived at the pit." 


And yet here, where it is certain that she threw the stillborn baby 
into the pit, and it is uncertain whether a marten or polecat dragged 
it away and it is uncertain whether it did not drag it away at that 
time, the Sages nevertheless ruled that an uncertainty comes and 
overrides a certainty. The Gemara rejects this contention: Do not 
say in the baraita that she certainly threw a stillborn into a pit; 
rather, say that she threw an object similar to a stillborn into a pit. 
Perhaps it was not a stillborn baby; it might have simply been con- 
gealed blood, which does not transmit impurity. And therefore this 
is a conflict between uncertainty and uncertainty. It is unclear 
whether there was anything in the pit that could have rendered the 
priest ritually impure, and even if there was, it might have already 
been dragged away. 


The Gemara retorts: But isn’t it taught in the baraita: To ascertain 
whether it is male or whether it is female, indicating that the only 
uncertainty was with regard to gender; it was certainly a stillborn 
baby. The Gemara rejects this proof, as this is what the baraita is 
saying: The priest sought to ascertain whether she miscarried 
mere wind, i.e., an amorphous mass, or if she miscarried a stillborn 
baby. And if you say that she miscarried a stillborn, he sought to 
ascertain whether it is male or whether it is female. 


And if you wish, say instead: There it is not a conflict between 
certainty and uncertainty; rather it is between certainty and 
certainty. Since a marten and a polecat are found there, they 
certainly dragged it away at that time, without delay. Although 
martens leave part of their food, in any case they certainly dragged 
the baby to their holes at that time. Another version of this answer: 
Although we do not say that they certainly ate the stillborn, we 
do say that they certainly dragged it to their holes. Consequently, 
the ruling in this case does not contradict the general principle that 
an uncertainty does not override a certainty. 


Cheetah 
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The Gemara proceeds to analyze a more fundamental aspect of the 
mishna: And do we say that one need not be concerned that per- 
haps a marten dragged the leaven? But isn’t it taught in the last 
clause, in the next mishna: With regard to the leaven that one leaves 
after the search, he should place it in a concealed location, so that 
it will not require searching after it. Apparently, there is concern 
lest a marten take some of the remaining leaven. 


Abaye said: This is not difficult; this ruling is referring to the four- 
teenth of Nisan, whereas that ruling is referring to the thirteenth. 
The Gemara elaborates: On the thirteenth of Nisan, when bread is 
still found in every house, the marten does not conceal the leaven, 
and therefore there is no concern that perhaps the marten dragged 
the leaven elsewhere and concealed it. However, on the fourteenth 
of Nisan, when bread is not found in any of the houses, the marten 
hides the leaven. 


Rava said in surprise: And is the marten a prophetess" that knows 

that now is the fourteenth of Nisan and no one will bake until the 

evening, and it leaves over bread and conceals it in its hole? Rath- 
er, Rava rejected Abaye’s answer and said: With regard to the leav- 
en that one leaves after the search, he should place it in a concealed 

location, lest a marten take it before us and it will require search- 
ing after it. Only if one actually sees the marten take the leaven, is 

he required to search after it. 


It was taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rava: 
One who wishes to eat leavened bread after his search, what 
should he do? With regard to the leaven that one leaves after the 
search, he should place it in a concealed location, so that a marten 
will not come and takes it before us, and he will need to search 
the house after it. 


Rav Mari said that there is a different resolution of the apparent 
contradiction between the baraitot: One conceals the leaven that 
he found, due to a decree lest he place ten pieces of bread and find 
only nine. Since the tenth piece is missing, he will be obligated to 
conduct an additional search. 


Apropos the issue of leaven taken by a rodent, the Gemara analyzes 
a series of similar cases. In a case where there were nine piles of 
matza™™ and one pile of leavened bread, and one saw a mouse 
come and take a morsel from a pile, and we do not know if it took 
matza or if it took leavened bread, this is akin to the case of nine 
stores" in the mishna cited below. If a portion became separated 
from one of the piles and we did not know if it was matza or leaven, 
and one saw a mouse come and take it, that is akin to the case 
mentioned in the latter clause of that mishna. 


The Gemara elaborates. As we learned in a baraita: With regard to 
nine stores in a city, all of which sell kosher meat from a slaugh- 
tered animal, and one other store that sells meat from unslaugh- 
tered animal carcasses, and a person took meat from one of them 
and he does not know from which one he took the meat, in this 
case of uncertainty, the meat is prohibited. This ruling is based on 
the principle: The legal status of an item fixed in its place is that of 
an uncertainty that is equally balanced. In this case, when it comes 
to determining whether or not this meat comes from a kosher store, 
the two types of stores are regarded as though they were equal in 
number. 


HALAKHA 


Nine piles of matza — nyn Wax mywn: With regard to nine 
piles of matza and one pile of leaven, ‘famouse came and took 
a morsel from one unidentified pile and went into a house in 
which the search for leaven was already conducted, one must 
conduct an additional search. If the mouse took only a small 
crumb it can be assumed that the mouse ate the crumb, and 
there is no need to conduct an additional search (Tur, based on 
Tosafot). If the mouse took a morsel that was separated from one 


of the piles, there is no need to conduct an additional search, 


as it was presumably taken from the majority (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 439:1). 


Nine stores — nian ywn: If nine stores in a city sell kosher meat 
and one store sells non-kosher meat, and a person bought meat 
from one of them but does not remember which one, the legal 
status of the meat is non-kosher. If the meat was found outside 
the stores, it is permitted, as stated in the baraita (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De‘a 110:3). 


NOTES 

Is the marten a prophetess - K7 7%) nan 951: Rava’s 
statement is a play on words, as hulda, marten, was indeed 
the name of a prophetess, Hulda (11 Kings 22:14; 11 Chroni- 
cles 34:22). In response to Rava's objection, Abaye could say 
that a marten would sense that there is less leaven in the 
house and conceal what it finds. Indeed, in the Jerusalem 
Talmud it is presumed that martens and mice can distin- 
guish between situations of greater or lesser availability of 
leaven (Rav Ya'akov Emden). 


Nine piles of matza, etc. - ^3) 7¥7 bw pray yw: This 
discussion is mostly theoretical, given the unlikely chain 
of events required for their practical application. The Ran 
explains that this is why the Rif does not cite these cases. 
However, the issues discussed here are significant because 
they clarify several fundamental principles that apply in 
other cases. 


This is akin to the case of nine stores — ninin ywn 13y: 
These two cases are not identical; indeed, if they were 
identical there would be no need to discuss the case of 
matza at all, as the halakha would be obvious. The novel 
element in the Gemara is the fact that although the cases 
are not identical, they are comparable (Penei Yehoshua). 
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NOTES 


Uncertainty with regard to taking and uncertainty with 
regard to finding — nwa padi amp pad: The difference 
between the two cases, in which one either bought meat from 
one of the ten stores or found meat outside the ten stores, is 
based on the principle: Any uncertainty with regard to an item 
fixed in its place is that of an equally balanced uncertainty. This 
principle establishes that the majority does not determine 
halakhic status if the uncertainty is with regard to a case that 
does not involve a mixture. The reason for this is that reliance 
on a majority is established by means of statistical certainty 
based on a fair sample. With regard to an object fixed in place 
his statistical certainty is no longer pertinent, and therefore the 
uncertainty remains. However, once an item is no longer fixed 
in place, it can be attributed to the majority. 


As | say — Waite IW: The assumption that each type of produce 
fell into the pile containing the same type is based on the 
principle that the ruling is lenient in cases of uncertainty with 
regard to halakhot decreed by rabbinic law. Since the produce 
is not definitely prohibited, even though there is an equally 
balanced uncertainty whether or not that is the case, the ruling 
is that it is permitted, even though there is no clear proof of 
what actually occurred. 


HALAKHA 

Two piles — wna% W: With regard to two piles, one of leaven 
and the other of matza, positioned before two houses, in one 
of which a search for leaven was conducted and in the other 
of which no search was conducted, and two mice each took a 
morsel from one of these piles into one of the houses, and we 
do not know into which house each mouse took the morsel, 
nor from which pile, if the owner renders his leaven null and 
void he is not required to conduct an additional search (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 2:1; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 439:2). 


Two baskets - nisip mw: In the case of two baskets, one filled 
with non-sacred produce and the other containing teruma, 
before which there are two vessels, one filled with non-sacred 
produce and the other with teruma, if the contents of each 
basket fall each one into a separate vessel but it is not known 
which produce fell into which vessel, all the produce may be 
eaten. The presumption is that the teruma fell into the teruma 
and the non-sacred produce fell into the non-sacred produce, 
in accordance with the Tosefta cited here (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea nma). 
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This baraita continues: And in the case of meat found outside, 
follow the majority. If most stores in the city sell kosher meat 
one can assume that the meat he found is kosher, based on the 
principle: Any item separated, i.e., not fixed in its place, is pre- 
sumed to have been separated from the majority. By the same 
token, if most stores in that city sell non-kosher meat, the meat 
found is presumed to be non-kosher." These two principles can 
be applied to the cases involving piles of matza and leaven: If 
the morsel was separated from the piles when taken by the 
mouse, follow the majority. However, if the mouse took the 
morsel from one of the piles, the legal status of the morsel is that 
of an equally balanced uncertainty concerning whether it was 
taken from a pile of matza or a pile of leaven, and the owner is 
required to conduct an additional search. 


The Gemara discusses another case: There are two piles," one 
of matza and one of leavened bread, and before them there 
are two houses, one which was searched and one which was 
not searched, and two mice came, and in our presence one 
took matza and one took leavened bread. Each mouse went 
into a different house, and we do not know which mouse en- 
tered this house and which mouse entered that house. It is 
unclear whether or not the mouse that took the leaven entered 
the house that was searched. This situation is akin to the case of 
two baskets. 


As we learned in the Tosefta: There are two baskets," one filled 
with non-sacred produce and the other one filled with teruma, 
and before them are two vessels each containing a se‘a of pro- 
duce, one filled with non-sacred produce and the other one 
filled with teruma. And these, the contents of each of the bas- 
kets, fell into those, each of the sea vessels. It is possible that 
the teruma fell into the non-sacred produce, and it is prohibited 
for non-priests to eat a mixture of teruma and non-sacred pro- 
duce. Nevertheless, the contents of the sea vessel containing the 
non-sacred produce is permitted, as I say" that the non-sacred 
produce fell into the non-sacred produce and the teruma fell 
into the teruma. Likewise, with regard to leaven, presumably 
the mouse took the leaven into the house that had not been 
searched, and there is no need to conduct an additional search 
of the house that was already searched. 


The Gemara rejects this comparison: Say that we state and apply 
the principle: As I say, and assume that everything occurred in 
a way that preserves the produce in its permitted state 


only with regard to teruma that in modern times is sacred by 
rabbinic law, as the Torah obligation to separate teruma was 
abrogated after the destruction of the First Temple. However, 
with regard to leavened bread, which is prohibited by Torah 
law, do we say that this principle applies? The Gemara responds: 
Is that to say that the search for leavened bread is required by 
Torah law? It is a rabbinic ordinance, as by Torah law, mere 
nullification is sufficient. Since the issue at hand is not the 
Torah prohibition ofleaven but the rabbinic ordinance to search 
one’s house, this halakha is comparable to the case of baskets of 
teruma and non-sacred produce. 
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The Gemara presents another situation: In a case where there is 
one pile of leavened bread and before it there are two houses" 
that were searched, and a mouse came and took a morsel from 
the pile, and we do not know if it entered this house or if it en- 
tered that house, this is akin to the case of two paths, as we 
learned in a mishna: There were two paths," one of which was 
ritually impure due to a corpse buried there, and one of which 
was ritually pure. And someone walked on one of them, but he 
does not remember which, and afterward he engaged in handling 
items of ritual purity, e.g., teruma or consecrated items; and an- 
other person came and walked on the second path, and he too 
does not remember which path it was, and he also engaged in 
handling items of ritual purity. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: If this one asked a Sage by himself, and that 
one asked a Sage by himself, they are both pure.’ When consid- 
ered separately, each person retains his presumptive status of rit- 
ual purity. However, if they both came to ask at the same time, 
they are both ritually impure. Since one of the two certainly 
passed on the impure path, even though it is uncertain which, 
both are deemed impure due to that uncertainty. Rabbi Yosei 
says: One way or another they are both ritually impure. 


Rava said, and some say it was Rabbi Yohanan who said: If they 
came at the same time, everyone agrees that they are ritually 
impure, as even Rabbi Yehuda concedes that this is the halakha. 
If they came independently, one after the other, everyone agrees 
that they are ritually pure. They disagree only with regard to a 
case where one comes to ask about himself and about the 
other." Rabbi Yosei likens this case to one where they come to 
ask at the same time, and Rabbi Yehuda likens it to a case where 
they come one after the other. 


The Gemara addresses another case: If one saw a mouse take 
leaven and there is uncertainty whether the mouse entered a 
house that was already searched and uncertainty whether the 
mouse did not enter that house, that is akin to the halakha of 
ritual impurity in a valley," and is subject to the dispute between 
Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis. 


As we learned in a mishna with regard to one who enters a valley 

during the rainy season," when seeds are sprouting, people do 
not have permission to wander in the field of another, as they 
might harm the plants. For the purpose of this halakha a valley in 
the rainy season is considered a private domain, and there is a 
general principle that in the case of uncertainty concerning 
whether or not one contracted ritual impurity in a private domain 
he is ritually impure. And if there was ritual impurity in a certain 
field, and one person said: I walked in that place, in the valley, 
and I do not know whether I entered that field or whether I did 
not enter, Rabbi Eliezer deems him pure, and the Rabbis deem 
him impure. 


Rabbi Eliezer deems him pure, as Rabbi Eliezer would say: Con- 
cerning uncertainty with regard to entry, i.e., whether or not he 
entered the place, he is ritually pure; however, if one certainly 
entered the place and the uncertainty is with regard to contact 
with ritual impurity, he is ritually impure. According to this 
opinion, the principle with regard to uncertain impurity in the 
private domain applies only in a case where the uncertainty is with 
regard to contact. The Rabbis, however, do not distinguish be- 
tween these situations, as they maintain he is impure regardless 
of whether the uncertainty is with regard to entry or with regard 
to contact. This dispute applies to the case of whether or not one 
is required to conduct an additional search for leaven in a case 
where there is uncertainty whether or not leaven was taken into 
the house. 


HALAKHA 


One pile of leavened bread and before it two houses - vay 
pnw maha yan bw “myg: With regard to a pile of leaven in 
front of two houses in both of which a search was already 
conducted, if a mouse took leaven into one of the houses but 
we do not know which, some authorities rule that there is no 
need to conduct an additional search (Shu/han Arukh, based 
on Rambam), while others rule that one must conduct an 
additional search (Rema, in accordance with most authorities; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 439:2). 


Two paths - poraw » 13W: With regard to two paths, one ritually 
pure and the other impure, if one person walked along one of 
them before engaging in an activity that requires ritual purity, 
and another person walked on the other path and engaged 
in a similar activity, and neither is certain which path he took, 
if each came separately for a ruling with regard to his status, 
each one and the pure objects that he handled are deemed 
ritually pure. If they came together or if one came to inquire 
about both of them, they are both deemed ritually impure. 
This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, 
as the halakha is usually ruled in accordance with his opinion 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 19:2). 


A valley during the rainy reason - Dyawan niwa nypa: With 
regard to one who, during the rainy season, enters a valley 
containing multiple fields, at least one of which is ritually 
impure, and he states that he definitely went into the valley 
but is uncertain whether or not he entered the impure field, 
he is impure. This is because the legal status of a valley during 
the rainy season is that of a private domain, and in cases of 
uncertainty with regard to ritual impurity in a private domain, 
the person is deemed impure. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 20:9). 


oes. $$ 
If each one asked on his own - inv) maid 4p Sewn: This 
ruling is based on the consideration that although both paths 
were traversed, each by one of the individuals, each person 
was previously presumed to be ritually pure. Given this pre- 
sumption, a doubt of this nature is inadequate to negate the 
purity of each separate individual (Josefot of Rabbi Shimshon 
of Saens). 


About himself and about the other — ivan byy vy: Some 
commentaries explain that he first asked with regard to him- 
self before returning to inquire about his friend who walked 
on the other path (Tosafot in tractate Ketubot). 


That is akin to a valley — nypa wT: It can be argued that 
these two situations are not at all similar because the case 
of the valley involves a compound uncertainty, i.e., there are 
two doubts at play. First, it is uncertain whether the person in 
question entered the field, and even if he did so, it remains 
uncertain as to whether he became ritually impure through 
contact with the impurity. With regard to leaven there is ap- 
parently only one doubt, whether or not the mouse brought 
the leaven into the house. To resolve this discrepancy, some 
commentaries explain that the case of leaven should also be 
understood as involving a compound uncertainty. That is, it 
is unclear whether the mouse entered either of the houses, 
and even if it did, it is uncertain which house it entered (Rabbi 
Zerahya HaLevi). According to the Ra’avad, the case of leaven 
admittedly includes only one doubt, but as the search for 
leaven involves a rabbinic obligation, this is comparable to a 
compound uncertainty involving Torah law. 
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HALAKHA 


Any object that has the presumptive status of ritual 
impurity — agaw NpInaw 337: With regard to a place 
whose presumptive status is that there is a corpse buried 
there, but during excavation no grave was found, if the 
field was excavated until the diggers reached bedrock or 
virgin soil and no grave was found, the field's presumptive 
status becomes one of ritual purity, in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 9:10). 


Searched and found leaven — yan x% p13: If a mouse 
went into a house with leaven in its mouth and a person 
then entered, searched, and found leaven, he need not 
continue his search. Others disagree and rule that he must 
continue his search (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 439:2, 
and in the comment of the Rema). 


Placed nine and found ten — Mwy KYN yW Ma: Ifa 
person placed nine crumbs of leaven and found ten, ori 
he placed ten and found nine, he is required to conduc 
an additional search. Some authorities rule that he is re 
quired to search until he finds all of the crumbs only i 
they were connected and one of them disappeared; oth- 
erwise, he must search only until he finds the crumb tha 
disappeared (Tosafot). Most authorities rule in accordance 
with that opinion, and one may rely upon this lenien 
ruling provided that he rendered his leaven null and void 
(Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 439:3). 


Placed a maneh and found two hundred dinars - m37 
DONA KY 7: If a person placed a maneh of second- 
tithe money and found two hundred dinars there, or if he 
placed two hundred dinars and found a maneh, even if 
each maneh was in a separate bag, the assumption is that 
it is all non-sacred money (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot 
Ma'aser Sheni 6:3). 


NOTES 


Placed nine and found ten — WY xxi ywn mam: In 
tractate Beitza, Rashi and Tosafot explain that this dispute 
depends on the question of whether or not one is permit- 
ted to leave non-sacred produce near second-tithe food 
(see Rashash). 
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The Gemara discusses another case: If one saw a mouse enter a house 
with leaven in its mouth and someone searched and did not find any 
leaven there, this is akin to the dispute between Rabbi Meir and the 
Rabbis. As we learned in a mishna, Rabbi Meir would say: Any 
object that has the presumptive status of ritual impurity," i.e., it is 
certain that an impure object was buried in a particular place, that 
place forever remains in its ritual impurity, even if it was excavated 
and the source of impurity was not found, until it becomes known 
to you where the ritual impurity is. The assumption is that the im- 
purity was not found because the search was not conducted properly. 


And the Rabbis say in this case: He continues searching until he 
reaches bedrock or virgin soil, under which there is certainly no 
ritual impurity. If he searched that extensively and failed to discover 
any impurity, it is apparently no longer there. This dispute applies to 
the aforementioned case involving leaven. 


The Gemara analyzes yet another case: If one saw a mouse enter 
a house with leaven in its mouth and one searched and found a 
crumb of leaven" there, but there is uncertainty whether or not the 
crumb that he found is the crumb that the mouse took into the house, 
this would be akin to the dispute between Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel. 


As it was taught in a baraita: With regard to a field in which a grave 
was lost, i.e., there is certainly a grave located in the field but its precise 
location is unknown, one who enters the field is ritually impure, as 
he might have stepped on the grave. If a grave was later found and 
marked in the field, one who enters and walks on the other parts of 
the field is ritually pure, as I say: The grave that was previously lost 
is the grave that was subsequently found. This is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: The en- 
tire field must be searched, as perhaps the grave discovered is not 
the one that was lost. This dispute applies to the above case of leaven. 


The Gemara discusses another situation: If a person placed nine 
crumbs of leaven and found ten," indicating that mice had added at 
least one crumb, this is akin to the dispute between Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi and the Rabbis. As it was taught in a baraita with regard to 
a person who placed a maneh, one hundred dinars, of second tithe, 
and found two hundred" dinars: Since it is evident that someone 
came and placed at least one extra maneh there whose status is unclear, 
the pile is presumed to contain non-sacred money and second-tithe 
money intermingled with each other. The assumption is that the 
additional money is non-sacred, and it is impossible to determine 
which is the non-sacred money and which is the second-tithe money. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


And the Rabbis say: It is all non-sacred money. Since someone else 
was Clearly involved, it is possible that he took the maneh and left 
behind two hundred other dinars. Consequently, it is impossible to 
identify any of this money as the original maneh. This same reasoning 
can be applied to the case of leaven. Since there were undoubtedly 
mice present, it is possible that the mice took the crumbs, moved 
them, and replaced them with other crumbs. As a result, the entire 
house must be searched again. 


The Gemara raises the reverse situation. If one placed ten crumbs and 
found nine, this is comparable to the case mentioned in the latter 
clause of that same baraita, as it was taught in the baraita: If one left 
two hundred dinars of second-tithe money and found a maneh, 
presumably, one maneh from the initial two hundred remains placed, 
and the other maneh is taken and missing. This is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


And the Rabbis say, in keeping with their aforementioned opinion: 
It is all non-sacred money, as the assumption is that whoever took 
part of the money actually took it all, and this is a different maneh. 
Since it is different money, it is presumably non-sacred money, not 
second-tithe money. This dispute applies to the case where one finds 
fewer crumbs of leaven than he left. 
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The Gemara addresses yet another case: If one placed leaven in 

this corner and found it in another corner," this is akin to the 

dispute between Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel and the Rabbis, 
as it was taught in a baraita: With regard to an axe” that was lost 

in a house," the house is impure, as I say that a ritually impure 

person entered the house and took the axe, touching other items 

in the process. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: The house is 

ritually pure, as I say that he lent the axe to another person and 

forgot, or that he took it from this corner and placed it in the 

other corner and forgot. 


The Gemara asks: A corner, who mentioned anything about it? 
The baraita was referring to an axe that was lost, not one that was 
in a different corner. 


The Gemara answers: The baraita is incomplete, and is teaching 
the following: With regard to an axe that was lost in a house, the 
house is ritually impure, as I say that an impure person entered 
the house and took the axe, or, if the owner placed it in this 
corner and later found it in another corner, the house is likewise 
ritually impure, as I say that an impure person entered the 
house and took the axe from this corner and placed in another 
corner. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: The house is ritu- 
ally pure, as I say that he lent it to another person and forgot, or 
that he took it from this corner and placed it in that corner and 
forgot about it. When the baraita is interpreted in this manner, 
the dispute between Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel and the Rabbis 
applies to the question about leaven. 


Rava said: If one saw a mouse’ enter a house with a loaf of bread 
in its mouth, and he entered after the mouse and found crumbs, 
the house requires additional searching, due to the fact that a 
mouse does not typically generate crumbs." Therefore, it cannot 
be assumed that these crumbs are from the loaf snatched by the 
mouse. And Rava also said: If one saw a child enter with a loaf 
in his hand, and he entered after the child and found crumbs, 
the house does not require additional searching, because a child 
typically generates crumbs, and one can therefore assume that 
the crumbs are from that loaf.” 


One placed leaven in this corner and found it in another 
corner — DIN Mra KYA it NA Mat: If one placed leaven in 
one corner of his house and found it in another corner, he must 
conduct an additional search. This halakha can be inferred from 
the Gemara's analogy between this case and that of an axe. The 
ruling is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Shu/han 


Arukh, Orah Hayyim 439:4). 


An axe that was lost in a house - maa 12%W Dip: If one lost 
an axe in his house, or he left it in one corner and found it in an- 
other corner, the contents of the entire house are deemed ritu- 
ally impure. This is due to the suspicion that an impure person 
entered his house and moved the axe, in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 


Mishkav UMoshav 12:16). 


HALAKHA 
A mouse and a child who left crumbs - 1manw pi» 3233Y 
ma: If one saw a mouse with a loaf of bread in its mouth 
enter a house that had already been searched for leaven, 
and he then finds crumbs in the house, even if they together 
constitute the volume of the original loaf, he must search the 
entire house again. However, if he saw a child bring a piece 
of bread into a house that was already searched, and he then 
found crumbs, he is not required to search the house again. 
Some authorities rule that if the crumbs together constitute 
the volume of the original loaf, he must search the house again 
(Tosafot; Rabbeinu Gershom; and others). The ruling is stringent, 
in accordance with the second opinion in a case where one 
did not render his leaven null and void (Mishna Berura; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 438:1). 


———__ BACKGROUND © 


Axe - DIT: 


Roman axes known as dolabras 


Mouse - 333%: The mouse mentioned here is apparently 
the domestic mouse, Mus musculus, a small gray rodent 
with a white belly that can grow to 8 cm. This mouse eats 
various types of food found in most houses, and is sus- 
tained primarily by bread crumbs or similar scraps. 


Domestic mouse 


An axe that was lost in a house — m33 TAX DIT: See 
Tosafot, who ask: Why is the assumption with regard to 
the axe that the person who moved it was ritually impure, 
whereas with regard to a loaf of bread there is no such as- 
sumption? The Rambam explains in his responsa that one 
who borrows an axe without permission is a thief, with 
regard to whom there is suspicion that he is not scrupulous 
about ritual impurity either. In contrast, one who borrows a 
loaf of bread and returns another, maintains the presump- 
tive status of an upright person, as the owner loses nothing 
in the process. 


A mouse does not typically generate crumbs — i371 px 
Dey 123v by: The commentaries disagree over the mean- 
ing ofthis statement, Some explain that a mouse does not 
ordinarily crumble its bread at all; therefore any crumbs 
ound, even if they do not together constitute the size of 
he original loaf, must certainly be from some other bread 
and one is required to conduct an additional search to find 
he loaf taken by the mouse (Maharam Halawa, citing the 
Rif). Others explain that a mouse does not crumble food 
and leave all the crumbs behind, which means that if one 
finds crumbs that together constitute the size of the origi- 
nal loaf they are certainly not from the bread taken by the 
mouse. Had the mouse generated crumbs, it would have 
aken them. Therefore, one must conduct an additional 
search as these crumbs are clearly not from the original 
oaf. However, if the crumbs found constitute less than 
he size of the original loaf, one need not conduct an ad- 
ditional search, as evidently the mouse ate the rest of that 
oaf (Ramban). 
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HALAKHA 


A mouse enter. ..and a mouse leave — D333 3233Y 
xyi: If one saw a mouse enter a house with a loaf 
in its mouth and he then saw a mouse leave with a 
loaf in its mouth, the assumption is that he saw the 
same mouse on both occasions. If one mouse was 
black and the other white, he is required to conduct 
an additional search, in keeping with the Rambam’s 
principle that the halakha is ruled in accordance 
with any suggestion introduced by the phrase: If you 
say. Likewise, if one saw mouse enter a house with 
a loaf in its mouth and a marten leave with a loaf in 
its mouth, he is required to conduct an additional 
search. If he saw the marten leaving with both a 
mouse and a loaf in its mouth he is not required 
to conduct an additional search, as here too the 
Rambam accepts the suggestion introduced by the 
phrase: And if you say (Maggid Mishne). The Shulhan 
Arukh does not cite these halakhot, as these cases 
are very uncommon (Rema; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 2:13). 


Leavened bread on a beam and in a pit -by yan 
Wiad mip: If one sees a loaf resting on a beam in 
his ceiling he is required to bring a ladder to remove 
it. If there is a loaf in a pit one is not required to re- 
move it; it is sufficient to render it null and void in his 
heart, in accordance with the suggestion introduced 
by the phrase: And if you say (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 438:2). 


A loaf that was in the mouth of a snake - +93 333 
wna: One who finds a loaf in a snake's mouth is not 
required to hire an expert to remove it. The ruling in 
this case is lenient, as the issue, which involves a rab- 
binic ordinance, is not resolved in the Gemara (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 2:13). 


NOTES 


With regard to his money the Sages do not ob- 
ligate one to exert himself — 171M xb miana 
pa: See Tosafot, who question this explanation in 
ight of the accepted principle that a person seeks 
o perform a mitzva with his own money. Tosafot 
explain that one seeks to perform mitzvot with one's 
money only in cases where the person has both 
he obligation and capacity to perform the action 
himself. In that case he is willing to pay another 
person to act in his stead. However, if he entirely 
acks the capacity to perform the mitzva himself 
he is unwilling to pay another to perform it on his 
behalf (Maharshal). 
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Although the rulings in these cases were clear to Rava, Rava raised 
a dilemma with regard to a related case: If one saw a mouse enter 
with a loaf in its mouth, and he saw a mouse leave" with a loaf in its 
mouth, what is the halakha? The Gemara elaborates: Do we say that 
this mouse that entered is that same mouse that left and there is no 
more leaven left in the house? Or perhaps it is a different mouse. 


The Gemara adds: If you say that this mouse that entered was this one 
that left, another dilemma arises: If one saw a white mouse enter with 
a loaf of bread in its mouth and a black mouse leave with a loaf of 
bread in its mouth, what is the halakha? Do I say this is certainly a 
different mouse, or perhaps the black mouse took the loaf from the 
white mouse? 


The Gemara continues to suggest variations on this case: And if you say 
that mice do not take from each other, as one mouse is generally not 
significantly stronger than another, if one saw a mouse enter with a loaf 
of bread in its mouth and a marten leave with a loaf of bread in its 
mouth, what is the halakha? Do I say that the marten certainly took 
it from the mouse, as it is larger and stronger? Or perhaps it is a differ- 
ent loaf, for if it is so, that the marten took the loaf from the mouse, 
the mouse itself would also be found in its mouth, as the marten would 
presumably take not only the loaf of bread but the mouse as well. 


And if you say that we accept the contention that if it is so, that if the 
marten took it from the mouse the mouse itself would be in its mouth, 
in regard to a case where one saw a mouse enter with a loaf of bread in 
its mouth and a marten leave with both a loaf of bread and a mouse 
in its mouth, what is the halakha? Do I say that this is certainly the 
same mouse and loaf, or perhaps even this conclusion can be disputed: 
If it is so, that this is the same mouse, the loaf would have been found 
in the mouse’s mouth rather than in the marten’s mouth. Consequent- 
ly, this must be a different loaf of bread. Or perhaps the loaf of bread 
fell from the mouse’s mouth due to its fear and the marten took it 
separately. No satisfactory answer was found for these dilemmas and 
the Gemara concludes: Let them stand unresolved. 


Rava raised a dilemma: If there was a loaf of bread on a high beam in 
the ceiling, does one need to climb a ladder to take it down or is this 
effort not necessary? Do we say: The Sages did not obligate one to 
exert himself that much in his search for leaven, and since the loaf of 
bread will not fall on its own he will not come to eat it? Or perhaps 
it can be claimed that sometimes the loaf may fall and he will come to 
eat it, as objects placed high up occasionally drop. 


And if you say with regard to a loaf of bread on a beam, sometimes it 
will fall and he will come to eat it, in a case where the loaf was in a pit, 
does one need to use a ladder to bring it up, or is this effort not neces- 
sary? The Gemara explains the two sides of the dilemma: Here the loaf 
will certainly not come up on its own, and one can therefore let it re- 
main where it is; or perhaps there is still a concern that sometimes he 

might go down into the pit to perform some requirement of his, and 

he will come to eat it." 


The Gemara continues to discuss the various permutations of this case. 
And if you say that sometimes one goes down into the pit for some 
requirement of his, and he will come to eat it, with regard to a loaf 
that was in the mouth of a snake," is it necessary for him to bring a 
snake charmer to take the loaf out of the snake’s mouth, or is this effort 
not necessary? 


Once again the Gemara explains the two sides of the dilemma: Do I say 
that with regard to his own body the Sages obligate one to exert him- 
self and search everywhere, but with regard to his money the Sages do 
not obligate one to exert himself," i.e., he is not required to spend 
money in order to destroy leaven? Or perhaps, the legal status of his 
money is no different than that of his body, as one must remove leaven 
wherever he finds it, in any way he can? This series of dilemmas is also 
left answered and the Gemara concludes: Let them stand unresolved. 
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MI S H N A Rabbi Yehuda says: One searches for leaven on 


the evening of the fourteenth of Nisan, and on 
the fourteenth in the morning, and at the time of the removal of 
leaven. And the Rabbis say: that is not the case; however, if one did 
not search on the evening of the fourteenth he should search on the 
fourteenth during the day. 


If he did not search on the fourteenth, he should search during the 
festival of Passover. Ifhe did not search during the Festival, he should 
search after the Festival, as any leaven that remained in his possession 
during the Festival is classified as leaven owned by a Jew during Passover, 
which one is obligated to remove." And the principle is: With regard to 
the leaven that one leaves after the search," he should place it in a 
concealed location where it will most likely be left untouched, so that 


it will not require searching after it if it goes missing. 
The Gemara asks: What is the reason for the 


GE MA statement of Rabbi Yehuda that one must con- 
duct a search three times? The Gemara answers: It is Rav Hisda and 
Rabba bar Rav Huna who both say: The requirement to conduct three 
searches corresponds to the three times that the removal of leaven is 
mentioned in the Torah. One verse says: “Matzot shall be eaten for 
seven days, and no leavened bread shall be seen with you, neither 
shall there be leaven seen with you, in all your borders” (Exodus 13:7), 
and another verse states: “Seven days shall there be no leaven found 
in your houses” (Exodus 12:19), while a third verse says: “Seven days 
shall you eat matzot, yet on the first day you shall remove leaven from 
your houses” (Exodus 12:15). 


Rav Yosef raised an objection to this explanation, seeking to prove that 
even according to Rabbi Yehuda one need not conduct three searches 
for leaven. He explained that Rabbi Yehuda lists the three times when 
one may conduct a search for leaven. It was taught in a baraita that 
Rabbi Yehuda says: Anyone who did not search at these three times 
may no longer search. Apparently, Rabbi Yehuda does not hold that 
one must conduct three searches. Rather, in regard to whether or not 
one may conduct a search for leaven if he failed to conduct a search at 
one of those three opportunities, it is from this point forward that they 
disagree. The Rabbis hold that one may conduct the search even after 
the time of the removal of leaven, and Rabbi Yehuda disagrees. 


Mar Zutra taught" Rav Yosef’s statement in this manner: Rav Yosef 
raised an objection from that which Rabbi Yehuda says: Anyone who 
did not search at one of these three times may no longer search. 
In Mar Zutra’s version, Rabbi Yehuda explicitly states: One of these 
three times, which reinforces the claim that he obligates one to conduct 
only one search. The Gemara similarly concludes: Apparently, it is with 
regard to whether or not one may no longer search that they disagree. 


Rather, the Gemara concludes that Rabbi Yehuda also said: If one did 
not search for leaven bread at the first opportunity, he may do so at the 
second or third opportunities; however, he may not search for leaven 
after these three times have passed. 


And here, in the mishna, it is about this that they disagree: One Sage, 
Rabbi Yehuda, maintains that before the prohibition against eating 
leaven takes effect, yes, one may conduct a search; after the prohibition 
against eating leaven takes effect, no, one may no longer conduct a 
search, due to a rabbinic decree lest one come to eat from the leaven 
while searching for it. And the Rabbis maintain: We do not issue a 
decree lest one come to eat from the leaven, and he may therefore 
conduct a search even after the prohibition against eating leaven has 
taken effect. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: And does Rabbi Yehuda issue a decree 
lest one come to eat from the leaven in whose removal he is engaged? 
But didn’t we learn in a mishna: Once the omer’ offering was sacri- 
ficed, people would go out and find the markets of Jerusalem filled 
with flour and toasted grain, all from the new crop. This grain was 
undoubtedly harvested and processed when the Torah prohibition 
against eating from the new crop" was still in effect. 


HALAKHA 


One who did not search for leaven at the proper 
time - ita pta Kow »3: One who did not search 
for leaven on the evening of the fourteenth of Ni- 
san should do so the next day, and if he did not 
conduct the search then he should do so during 
Passover itself. If he did not conduct the search by 
the conclusion of the Festival, he should do so even 
after Passover, in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis, as explained by Tosafot (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim, 435). 


Leaven that one leaves after the search — mn 
mpa and srw: Any leaven that one retains for 
use after he searched for leaven should be placed 
in a concealed location so that it will remain un- 
touched, in order that he will not be required to 
conduct an additional search (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 434:1). 


NOTES 


Mar Zutra taught — ana wrt Wa: The difference 
between the first version of Rav Yosef’s statement 
and Mar Zutra’s version of it is that according to the 
first version the possibility exists that Rabbi Yehuda 
and the Rabbis disagree about both the number 
of times one must conduct the search and when 
it may be performed. According to Mar Zutra’s ver- 
sion, it is clear that Rabbi Yehuda requires one to 
search for leaven only once (Maharam Halawa). 


Omer — iy: A measure of grain, one-tenth of an 
ephah. This term is used to refer to the measure of 
barley offered in the Temple on the sixteenth of 
Nisan, the day following the first day of Passover. 
Once the omer had been offered, grain from the 
new harvest could be eaten. 


The prohibition of the new crop — wn vo’: 
The prohibition against eating grain from the new 
crop before the omer offering is sacrificed is based 
on the verse: “And you shall eat neither bread, nor 
toasted grain, nor fresh stalks, until this day, until 
you have brought the offering of your God; it is 
a statute forever throughout your generations in 
all your dwellings” (Leviticus 23:14). The details of 
this halakha appear in tractate Menahot, where 
the Gemara discusses in detail the types of grain 
included in this halakha, its application in Eretz Yis- 
rael and in the Diaspora, and its practical halakhic 
implementation, both when the Temple stood and 
after its destruction. 
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BACKGROUND 

Grinding with a hand mill - 4 ¥ma myn: Hand 
mills were made with one hole in the top where the grain 
could be inserted, and another hole on the side where a 
stick could be placed, allowing the grindstone to be turned. 
These hand mills were often used at home by the women 
responsible for running the kitchen. When the flour was 
produced commercially, larger mills were used, whose 
stones were turned by water power or by animals. Such 
mills could, in emergencies, be turned by people as well; 
see, for example, Judges 16:21. 


Hand mill 


NOTES 


One may harvest from a field that requires irrigation — 
onbwa Da pip: Rashi in tractate Menahot explains that 
harvesting does not require as much exertion as grinding 
and sifting. Consequently, it is permitted to harvest grain 
before the omer is sacrificed if necessary. 


Seeking out leaven to burn it — ior) voy sana: Why did 
he Sages prohibit any involvement with the new crop, a 
stringency that they did not apply to other Torah prohibi- 
ions? Perhaps the reason is that the Sages are especially 
stringent with regard to an item whose prohibition is not 
eternal and that will become permitted in the future, either 
because a more stringent ruling will not cause significant 
oss or because people tend to treat a prohibition of that 
ind with contempt (Penei Yehoshua). 
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However, with regard to those people who harvest the crop before 
the omer is sacrificed, they act contrary to the will of the Sages. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. The concern is that while 
working with the grain they might come to eat from it, despite the 
fact that it is still prohibited. Rabbi Yehuda says: They act in ac- 
cordance with the will of the Sages. And in that case, Rabbi 
Yehuda did not issue a decree lest one eat from it. Why, then, 
does he issue a decree with regard to leaven? Rava said that the 
prohibition of new grain is different: Since before the omer you 
permitted one to harvest the crop only by picking it by hand and 
may not harvest it in the typical manner, he will remember the 
prohibition and refrain from eating it. That is not the case with 
regard to leaven. 


Abaye said to him: This works out well in explaining Rabbi 
Yehuda’s opinion with regard to the time when one is picking 
the grain; however, with regard to the time of grinding and sifting, 
what can be said? Apparently, it is permitted to perform these acts 
in a typical manner. Why, then, is there no concern lest one eat 
the grain at that stage? The Gemara responds: This is not difficult, 
as one also performs grinding in an atypical manner. One must 
grind the grain before the sacrificing of the omer with a hand 
mill,’ not with a mill powered by an animal or by water. Likewise, 
sifting is performed atypically, not in the interior of the sifter. 
Instead, it is performed on top of the sifter. Since all of these 
actions are performed in an atypical manner, there is no concern 
lest he come to eat the grain. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty: However, with regard to 
that which we learned in a mishna: One may harvest grain from 
a field that requires irrigation’ and from fields in the valleys, 
as their grain ripens long before the omer is sacrificed, but one 
may not pile the produce, and the Gemara adds: And we estab- 
lished that this mishna is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda; what can be said? The use of the term: One may 
harvest, in this mishna indicates that the grain was harvested in a 
typical manner, not by hand. 


Rather, Abaye said: This difference between the cases of the omer 
and leaven is not based on the manner in which one harvests, 
grinds, or sifts. Instead, the reason for the different rulings is that 
from new grain, one distances himself, as it is prohibited to eat 
the new grain all year until the omer is offered. But from leavened 
bread one does not distance himself, as it is permitted during 
the rest of the year. Therefore, he is more likely to unwittingly eat 
leaven. 


Rava said: Is the contradiction between one statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda and the other statement of Rabbi Yehuda difficult, while 
the contradiction between one statement of the Rabbis and the 
other statement of the Rabbis is not difficult? There is also an 
apparent contradiction between the opinion of the Rabbis, i.e., 
Rabbi Meir, who rule that the Sages issued a decree with regard 
to new grain but did not issue a decree with regard to leaven. 


Rava explains as follows: The contradiction between one state- 
ment of Rabbi Yehuda and the other statement of Rabbi Yehuda 

is not difficult, as we resolved it above. The contradiction be- 
tween one ruling of the Rabbis and the other ruling of the Rabbis 

is also not difficult: The Rabbis maintain that there is no need to 

issue a decree prohibiting searching for leaven after leaven is pro- 
hibited, as, with regard to one who himself is seeking out leaven 

to burn it," will he eat from that leaven? However, in the case of 
new grain, he is processing the grain, preparing it for consumption. 
Therefore, the concern is that he will come to eat it unwittingly. 
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Rav Ashi said: The contradiction between one statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda and the other statement of Rabbi Yehuda is not difficult, 
as the difficulty can be resolved in an alternative manner, as we 
learned in the mishna that the markets of Jerusalem were filled with 
flour and toasted grain. It is permitted to prepare only these foods 
before the omer, as they will not be eaten without further prepara- 
tion. Therefore, there is no concern lest one eat it unwittingly before 
the omer offering is sacrificed. 


The Gemara rejects this interpretation: That statement of Rav Ashi 
is a mistake," as this suggestion can easily be refuted. That works 
out well with regard to the status of the grain from the point that 
the grain was processed into flour or toasted grain and forward, as 
there is no concern lest one come to eat it. However, with regard to 
its status initially until it became toasted grain, what can be said? 
There must have been a certain point when the grain kernels were 
edible before they were transformed into toasted grain. Why is there 
no concern that one might come to eat the grain at this earlier stage? 


And lest you say that the grain is distinguished by the atypical 
manner in which it is harvested, in accordance with the earlier 
statement of Rava, but with regard to the difficulty raised to Rava’s 
opinion that one may harvest a field that requires irrigation 
and a field that is in the valleys in the typical manner and we 
established that statement in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, what can be said? Rather, the Gemara rejects this 
explanation and concludes that Rav Ashi’s statement is a mistake. 


The above conclusion was that Rabbi Yehuda distinguishes between 
prohibitions involving substances from which people regularly 
separate themselves and prohibitions involving substances from 
which people are not used to keeping their distance. The Gemara 
asks: And anywhere that one does not distance himself from a 
prohibition, does Rabbi Yehuda issue a decree that one must keep 
away from a prohibited item to avoid accidentally using it? 


But didn’t we learn in a mishna: A person may not pierce a hole 
in an eggshell," and fill it with oil, and place it beside a lamp so 
that the egg will drip additional oil into the lamp’ and thereby ex- 
tend the time that it burns? And this is the ruling even ifit is not an 
actual egg but an earthenware tube, from which most people con- 
sider it unsuitable to drink. The concern is lest one forget and take 
the tube and use the oil for some other purpose, and violate the 
prohibition against extinguishing a flame on Shabbat. 


And Rabbi Yehuda permits using a tube in that manner, as he is not 
concerned lest one remove it. Apparently, Rabbi Yehuda does not 
issue a decree even with regard to an item from which people do 
not distance themselves, e.g., oil. The Gemara answers: There, due 
to the stringency of Shabbat, one distances himself," as on Shabbat 
one is careful to distance himself from a candle or anything placed 
alongside it. 


And the Gemara raised a contradiction between this halakha of 
Shabbat and another halakha of Shabbat, as it was taught in a 
baraita: With regard to the rope of a bucket that was severed on 
Shabbat, where one needs the rope to draw water from a well, he 
may not tie it with a regular knot, as by Torah law it is prohibited 
to tie a permanent knot. Rather, he may tie it into a bow. However, 
Rabbi Yehuda says: One may wrap a money belt [punda] around 
it or a sash [pesikya ], provided that he does not tie it into a bow, 
lest he tie a proper knot." 


This presents a difficulty, as there is a contradiction between one 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda, who permits placing a tube of oil 
beside the lamp, and the other statement of Rabbi Yehuda, who 
prohibits tying a bow to reattach the severed rope of a bucket. 
There is likewise a difficulty between one statement of the Rabbis, 
who prohibit placing a tube of oil beside the lamp, and the other 
ruling of the Rabbis, where they permit tying a bow to reattach the 
severed rope of a bucket. 


NOTES 


Mistake [beduta] - x113: This phrase appears in several 
places, usually in the context of a complete rejection of 
statements attributed to later amora’im, e.g., Rav Ashi. Two 
versions of this term appear, beduta and baruta. Accord- 
ing to the first version the statement is erroneous and 
unfounded. In other words, Rav Ashi could never have 
issued this statement, and it must have been erroneously 
attributed to him. The second version means: External, 
i.e., this statement cannot be accepted and must remain 
outside the walls of the study hall. 


Due to the stringency of Shabbat one distances him- 
self — ta Stan naw xin own: This does not mean 
that all people are careful to avoid any wrongdoing due 
to the stringency of Shabbat prohibitions. For if that were 
so, Rabbi Yehuda would have to reject all the stringencies 
and decrees issued with regard to Shabbat, and this is most 
unlikely. Rather, the Gemara means that with regard to a 
prohibition involving consumption, a person will not eat 
or even pick up the prohibited item, due to the severity of 
the prohibition (Rabbi Meir Arak). 


HALAKHA 
Eggshell — aya bw mpiaw: One may not place an egg- 
shell filled with oil alongside a burning lamp on Shabbat, 
lest he move it in order to use the oil in it. Consequently, 
the decree is not in effect if he attaches the eggshell to the 
lamp; it is permitted (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim, 265:1). 


Tying a bucket - oy DPPP: It is permitted to tie a bucket 
to a well with a belt and the like, as that is certainly not a 
permanent knot (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim, 317:4). 


BACKGROUND 
A lamp and a container of oil - yaw bon +2: The image 
depicts an earthenware lamp attached to a container filled 
with oil to enable it to burn longer. 


Lamp and container of oil 


LANGUAGE 


Money belt [punda] - «7315: The source of this word, 
which occasionally appears as apunda, is the Greek 
poovda, founda, meaning belt or pocket, or the Latin 
funda, meaning a belt pack or a money belt. A punda is a 
hollow belt with a pocket for money; thereby it serves as 
both a belt and a wallet. 


Sash [pesikya] — %*D9: From the Greek paoxia, faskiya, 
or the Latin fascia, meaning sash or belt. 


UVP: PEREKI-UA §§ 
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LANGUAGE 


Weaver [gardi] — "173: From the Greek yépdto<, gerdios, mean- 
ing weaver. 


NOTES 

Firstborn kosher animal - 1433: The unblemished firstborn 
of a kosher animal belonging to a Jew is consecrated at birth. 
When the Temple stood it was sacrificed as an offering, and after 
the destruction of the Temple, firstborn animals were given to 
priests. The priest would care for the animal until it developed a 
blemish. At that stage it was permitted to slaughter the animal, 
whose flesh and hide were the property of the priest. How- 
ever, if the firstborn animal remains unblemished, it retains 
its consecrated status, and the prohibition against inflicting a 
blemish on offerings applies to firstborn animals just as it does 
to all offerings. 


HALAKHA 
Unblemished firstborn kosher animal whose blood circula- 
tion is constricted — 57 itnxw 323: If the firstborn of a kosher 
animal is sick and can be healed only through bloodletting, one 
may let its blood only in a manner that will not cause a blemish 
that would disqualify it, in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 313:6). 
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The Gemara answers: The apparent contradiction between one 
statement of the Rabbis and the other statement of the Rabbis 
is not difficult, as one usage of oil might be confused with an- 
other usage of oil. Given that it is permitted to use oil for other 
purposes, one is apt to utilize this oil as well. However, tying a 
bow will not be confused with the dissimilar tying of a knot. 
Consequently, the Rabbis do not issue a decree in that case. 


The Gemara continues: Likewise, the contradiction between one 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda and the other statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda is not difficult, as the reason for the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda is not because he issues a decree to prohibit tying a bow 
due to the prohibition against tying a knot. Rather, the reason is 
more fundamental, because Rabbi Yehuda maintains that a bow 
itself is a full-fledged knot. According to Rabbi Yehuda, tying a 
bowis included in the prohibition against tying a knot on Shabbat. 


And the Gemara raised a contradiction between one statement 
of the Rabbis and another statement of the Rabbis, as we learned 
in a mishna: One may tie a bucket with a sash, to draw water from 
a well, but one may not do so with a rope, and Rabbi Yehuda 
permits the use of a rope. Before addressing the aforementioned 
contradiction, the Gemara asks: The mishna is referring to a rope 
of what kind? If you say it is referring to a standard rope, does 
Rabbi Yehuda permit tying a knot in this rope? It is a permanent 
knot, as in tying the rope to the bucket he certainly comes to 
negate any other use of the rope. He performs a primary category 
of prohibited labor by tying a permanent knot. 


Rather, it is obvious that the mishna is speaking about a rope used 
in the work of a weaver [gardi].' The legal status of this rope dif- 
fers from that of an ordinary rope, as the weaver will certainly not 
leave his rope attached to a bucket and thereby negate any other 
use. Consequently, this knot is a temporary one. 


The Gemara asks: And did the Rabbis issue a decree prohibiting 
the rope of a weaver due to a standard rope but they did not issue 
a decree prohibiting a bow due to a knot? The Gemara explains: 
Yes, the Rabbis indeed issued a decree prohibiting the rope of a 
weaver, as one rope may be interchanged with another rope, 
leading one to mistakenly tie a knot with a different rope. How- 
ever, a bow is not interchanged with a knot. 


The Gemara asks: And anywhere that one distances himself from 
the prohibition, does Rabbi Yehuda not issue a decree? But 
wasn’t it taught in a baraita: What should one do if he has an 
unblemished firstborn kosher animal" whose blood circulation 
is constricted," and it can be healed only through bloodletting? 
This situation is problematic, as an unblemished firstborn animal 
is consecrated, and wounding it is prohibited. Even if it dies due 
to this condition, one may not let its blood? at all; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


And the Rabbis say: One may let the animal's blood, provided 
that he does not inflict a blemish on the firstborn animal. In this 
case Rabbi Yehuda issues a decree with regard to a firstborn ani- 
mal, despite the fact that its use is generally prohibited and people 
distance themselves from consecrated items. The Gemara an- 
swers: There, in the case of a firstborn animal, since a person is 
agitated and anxious 


One may not let its blood - 04 b ppp px: Bloodletting 
was based on an ancient system of medicine in which 
blood and other bodily fluids were considered to be hu- 
mors, the proper balance of which was believed to main- 
tain health. It was the most common medical practice 
performed by doctors on both humans and animals from 


BACKGROUND 


antiquity through the late nineteenth century, a period 
of almost two millennia. Today it is well established that 
bloodletting is not effective for most diseases. One of the 
only remaining conditions for which it is used is polycythe- 
mia vera, a disease in which the body produces too many 
red blood cells. 
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about his property," as the priest who is watching the firstborn 
wants to slaughter it before it dies, as if it dies, eating it would be 
prohibited. Therefore, we say: If you permit him to let blood ina 
place that does not cause a blemish in the animal, he will come to 
do so in a place that causes a blemish in it, to save his animal. 


And the Rabbis respond that if that is the case, all the more so 
should it be permitted to let blood in a manner that will not cause 
a blemish, for if you do not permit him to take any steps to save 
the animal at all, he will come to act in a prohibited manner and 
cause a blemish. If there is a legitimate alternative, he will not cause 
a blemish in the firstborn. 


The Gemara challenges this explanation: And do we say that ac- 
cording to Rabbi Yehuda a person is agitated about his property? 
But didn’t we learn in a mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: One may 
not scrape an animal on a Festival with a fine-tooth comb, because 
in doing so he inflicts a wound, which is prohibited on Festivals? 
However, one may scratch® an animal with a wide-tooth comb, as 
this does not inflict a wound. And the Rabbis say: One may neither 
scrape nor even scratch, for if one were permitted to scratch an 
animal he might come to scrape it as well. 


And it was taught in the Tosefta: What is scraping and what is 

scratching? Scraping is performed with a comb with small teeth 

and with which one inflicts a wound. Scratching is performed with 

a comb that has large teeth and with which one does not inflict a 

wound. Apparently, Rabbi Yehuda does not issue a decree to pro- 
hibit scratching lest one come to scrape, even though he is agitated 

over his property. 


The Gemara rejects this contention: There, with regard to a firstborn, 
it is different, for if he leaves it and does nothing the animal will 
die, and therefore we say that a person is agitated over his prop- 
erty. In his agitated state he will overlook the details of permitted 
and prohibited actions and violate a prohibition. Here, however, if 
he leaves his animal and does not comb it, it will merely suffer pain 
from the stinging insects. In that case we do not say that a person 
is agitated about his property. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Yehuda, what is differ- 
ent with regard to leavened bread that he issued a decree lest a 
person come to eat the prohibited food, and what is different with 
regard to scraping that he did not issue a comparable decree? The 
Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda maintains that unleavened bread 
might be interchanged with leavened bread, whereas scraping 
would not be interchanged with scratching. Since one uses a com- 
pletely different utensil in the performance of the prohibited action, 
interchanging the two actions is unlikely. 


MI S HN A The tanna’im disagree regarding until what 


time leaven may be eaten and at what time it 
must be removed on Passover eve. Rabbi Meir says: One may eat 
leaven the entire fifth hour of the fourteenth of Nisan, and one 
must burn it immediately afterward at the beginning of the sixth 
hour. Rabbi Yehuda says: One may eat the entire fourth hour and 
one places it in abeyance for the entire fifth hour," and one burns 
it at the beginning of the sixth hour.™ 


HALAKHA 


Mealtime and removing leavened bread - 7133) TY% par 
ynm: On Passover eve it is permitted to eat leavened bread un- 
til the end of the fourth hour. During the fifth hour it is prohib- 
ited to eat leavened bread, but he may benefit from the leaven, 


either by selling it or feeding it to his animal, as the halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. At the be- 
ginning of the sixth hour one burns all leaven (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 443:1). 


NOTES 

A person is agitated about his property - iing by ana DIK: 
Some commentaries explain that these questions refer both 
to Rabbi Yehuda's opinion and that of the Rabbis, and the 
answers likewise apply to both opinions (contrary to the opin- 
ion of Tosafot). According to Rabbi Yehuda, as one is agitated 
about the prospect of losing his property, it is prohibited to 
perform even a minor action lest as a result of his panic he 
will overlook subtle details. According to the Rabbis, as one is 
agitated about losing his property, if there is no viable solution 
available, he will resolve the matter in a prohibited manner 
and disregard the prohibition. On the other hand, if there is a 
permitted method to save the animal he will act accordingly. 
The continuation of the Gemara should be understood along 
the same lines (Maharam Halawa, based on the geonim). 


One places it in abeyance for the entire fifth hour -ba phin 
wan: According to Rabbi Yehuda, it is permitted to derive ben- 
efit from leaven during the fifth hour. Why did Rabbi Yehuda 
issue a decree to extend the time that eating leaven is prohib- 
ited, but did not extend the time that deriving benefit from 
leaven is prohibited, as that is also prohibited by Torah law? 
Some answer that the Sages did not wish to issue a decree 
that would cause significant financial loss (Penei Yehoshua). 
Another explanation is that the Sages do not typically issue 
decrees prohibiting one from deriving benefit. For example, in 
the case of a mixture of milk and meat, which is prohibited by 
rabbinic decree, there is no prohibition against deriving ben- 
efit. That is prohibited only with regard to meat cooked in milk, 
which is prohibited by Torah law (Rashash). Alternatively, the 
reason is that the actions that are permitted at that time, i.e., 
feeding one’s animal or selling the leaven, are not significant 
actions and do not warrant a decree (Beit Avraham). 


BACKGROUND 
Scraping and scratching - 9%) 177: The geonim explain 
that scraping removes small insects from under the skin of 
the animal, which cannot be accomplished without wound- 
ing the animal. Scratching removes larger insects and can be 
accomplished with a comb that has larger bristles, without 
causing a wound. 


The hours of the day and the night - nym op nipw: 
The diagram, which is divided into twenty-four sections and 
should be read counterclockwise, depicts the hours of the day 
and night, in accordance with the system used in talmudic 
times. Sunrise is at the end of the twelfth hour of the night. The 
afternoon begins at the end of the sixth hour, while sunset is 
at the end of the twelfth hour of the day. Based on this model, 
the length of an hour clearly varies and the hours of the day 
are longer in the summer and shorter in the winter, while 
the hours of the night are longer in the winter and shorter 
in the summer. 


Diagram of the hours of the day 


ATN PID: PEREK I: 11B 


57 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 

Does not know about the addition of an extra day to 
the previous month - win by NAVA YT i: Some 
commentaries explain that this means simply that the 
witness did not know when the new month began, 
and this explanation is unrelated to the question of 
whether or not the court added a day to the month 
(Nimmukei Yosef on tractate Sanhedrin). 


HALAKHA 


Contradictions in testimony - mya niva: If two 
witnesses submitted contradictory testimony with 
regard to the day of the month when an incident oc- 
curred, e.g., one says it happened on the second day 
while the other claims it was on the third day, their 
testimony is valid. If there was a difference of two days 
between their accounts, their testimony is disqualified 
(Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 30:7). 


BACKGROUND 
The opinion of Rabbi Meir - xa 137 Nv: The im- 
age directly below depicts Rabbi Meir’s opinion ac- 
cording to the first version of Abaye’s explanation. The 
incident occurred at precisely the second hour of the 
day, as indicated by the arrow. Both witnesses referred 
to that time but referred to it by different names. 


First 


Second 
2 Witness 7 


3 witness 


‘Third hour ' Second hour ! 
v $ i 


The opinion of Rabbi Yehuda - mym 99 Now: The 
image directly below depicts Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion 
according to the first version of Abaye's explanation. 
The range of error, marked with a dotted line, is half an 
hour, while the incident itself occurred at three and a 
half hours of the day, as marked by the arrows. Each 
of the witnesses erred by half an hour. 


First 
4 3 Witness 2 


Fourth hour Third hour 
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And furthermore, Rabbi Yehuda said: Two disqualified loaves of a 

thanks- offering are placed on the bench in the colonnade in the Tem- 
ple as an indicator. There was a specially designated place for these 

loaves in the Temple. As long as the loaves are placed there, the entire 

nation continues to eat leaven. When one of the loaves was taken away, 
the people know that the time had come to place the leaven in abeyance, 
meaning that they neither eat nor burn their leaven. When they were 

both taken away, the entire nation began burning their leaven. 


Rabban Gamliel says that the times are divided differently: Non-sacred 
foods are eaten the entire fourth hour, and teruma may be eaten during 
the entire fifth hour. Since it is a mitzva to eat teruma and burning it is 
prohibited, additional time was allocated for its consumption. And one 
burns all leaven including teruma at the beginning of the sixth hour. 


GEMARA The Gemara seeks to draw a comparison be- 

tween this dispute of Rabbi Meir and Rabbi 
Yehuda and a dispute between them on a different topic. We learned in 
a mishna there: If one witness says that an incident occurred on the 
second day of the month and one other witness says that it happened 


on the third day of that month, their testimony is valid. This minor 
contradiction does not invalidate the testimony. 


The mishna explains: The reason is that this witness knows about 
the addition of an extra day to the previous month. Since he knows 
that the court added a day to the previous month, which lasted thirty 
days, he testifies that the incident occurred on the second day of the 
month. And that witness does not know about the addition of an 
extra day to the previous month," and he therefore thinks that the 
incident in question occurred on the third of the month. 


If one says that the incident occurred on the third day of the month 
and one says it happened on the fifth, their testimony is void, as there 
is no way to rationalize this contradiction." Similarly, if one says the 
incident occurred at two hours of the day and one says it happened at 
three hours, their testimony is valid, as that discrepancy could be the 
result of the lack of precision. However, if one says it occurred at three 
hours and one says it took place at five hours, their testimony is void. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: In the last case, their testimony is valid, as it could 
be that one is slightly mistaken. However, if one says it happened at five 
hours and one says at seven hours, everyone agrees that their testi- 
mony is void. That is a clear contradiction that cannot be rationalized 
as a miscalculation, as at five hours of the day the sun is in the east, and 
at seven hours the sun is already in the west. It is impossible to confuse 
the fifth hour with the seventh. 


Abaye said: When analyzing the matter, you will find that you can say 
that according to the statement of Rabbi Meir a person does not err 
at all, as Rabbi Meir assumes that people know the exact time of day. 
According to the statement of Rabbi Yehuda a person errs up to half 
an hour. Abaye elaborates: According to the statement of Rabbi Meir, 
a person does not err at all, and the reason that in the case where one 

says two hours and one says three the testimony is valid is that the in- 
cident actually occurred as the second hour ended and the third hour 
began. And when this witness said it happened in the second hour he 

was referring to the end of the second hour. When that witness said 

the third hour he was referring to the beginning of the third hour.’ It 
is possible that both witnesses spoke the truth. 


Abaye continues his explanation: According to the statement of Rab- 
bi Yehuda, a person errs by half an hour, as when the incident oc- 
curred, it occurred at the midpoint of the fourth hour, at three and a 
half hours of the day. And this witness, who says three hours, means 
the end of the third hour, and he errs by saying that it occurred half 
an hour before the incident actually occurred. And that witness, who 
says five hours, means the beginning of the fifth hour, i.e., the end of 
the fourth hour, and he errs by saying that it occurred half an hour 
after the incident actually occurred.® Since it is possible that their 
testimonies do not conflict, their testimony is valid. 
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Some say a different version of this statement. Abaye said: When 
analyzing the matter, you will find that you can say that according 
to Rabbi Meir a person errs a bit, and according to Rabbi Ye- 
huda a person errs by an hour and a bit. Abaye elaborates: Ac- 
cording to Rabbi Meir, a person errs a bit, as when the incident 
occurred, it occurred either at the end of the second hour or at 
the beginning of the third hour, and one of the two witnesses 
errs a bit.’ According to Rabbi Yehuda, a person errs by an hour 
and a bit, as when the incident occurred, it occurred either at 
the end of the third hour or at the beginning of the fifth hour,’ 


BACKGROUND 


The opinion of Rabbi Yehuda - 71717 931 now: Rabbi Ye- 


The opinion of Rabbi Meir - Yxa 37 NV: Rabbi Meir's opin- 
ion according to the second version of Abaye’s explanation is 
that the incident occurred either at the end of the second hour 
or at the beginning of the third hour, as marked by the vertical 
lines in the image below. The area marked by the shading is 


huda's opinion according to the second version of Abaye's 
explanation is that a person errs by slightly more than an 
hour, as indicated by the dotted lines in the image below. The 
incident occurred either at the end of the third hour or at the 


the range of time that can be attributed to error. 


second 
3 witness 


Third hour 
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First 
2 Witness 7 


beginning of the fifth hour, each marked with a vertical line, 
as one of the witnesses erred by slightly more than an hour. 


and one of them errs by an hour and a bit. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehuda, went and said the halakha of 
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Abaye before Rava. Rava said to him that Abaye’s explanation 
must be rejected: And were we to closely examine the statements 
of these witnesses and ask them when precisely the incident oc- 
curred, and find that the one who says at three hours means that 
it occurred at the beginning of the third hour, and the one who 
says at five hours means that it occurred at the end of the fifth 
hour" it would be contradictory testimony and we would not 
kill the accused on the basis of this testimony; and will we arise 
and kill based on uncertainty? Although their testimony could 
be valid, it could also be void. Can the court execute the accused 
based on that uncertainty? And consider that the Merciful One 
says in the Torah: “And the congregation shall judge ... and the 
congregation shall deliver” (Numbers 35:24—25), from which it 
is derived that judges must do everything in their power to save 
an accused from the death penalty. 
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NOTES 

A mistake in hours — niywa myo: It is important to keep 

in mind that these witnesses did not determine the time by 

consulting a clock. Rather, they based their assessment on the 

position of the sun in the sky, the temperature, and other fac- 
tors. Consequently, depending on the climactic conditions on 

that day, it was entirely possible that a person could have erred 
by two or three hours in his assessment of the time. 


And the congregation shall judge. ..and the congregation 
shall deliver - nwy oem mw wawy: There is a principle 
with regard to capital cases that the court is directed to con- 
sider the innocence of the accused. In fact, the court's approach 
should be to seek out ways to establish his innocence and 
reach a verdict of acquittal for the accused whenever possible. 
Due to the fact that in these courts there were no advocates 
for either the prosecution or the defense, it was critical that all 
claims supporting the defendant's innocence were illuminated 
by the court itself to the fullest extent possible. 
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BACKGROUND 

The opinion of Rabbi Meir - Yxn 39 nwwW: Rabbi Meir’s 
opinion, as explained by Rava, is that a person errs by almost 
two hours. The incident occurred near the end of the third 
hour, as indicated by the arrow on the left in the image 
directly below, and one witness erred from the first hour 
until then; or the incident occurred at the beginning of the 
second hour, marked by the arrow on the right, and the 
second witness erred by nearly two hours. 


First 


d 
secon , 
Witness 


witness 2 


` Third hour 


The opinion of Rabbi Yehuda - 11379 !31 nw: Rabbi Ye- 
huda's opinion, as explained by Rava, is that a person errs by 
nearly three hours. One witness, who says the incident oc- 
curred in the third hour, might have meant that it occurred at 
exactly two hours of the day, but erred and said it occurred 
adjacent to the fifth hour. Likewise, the second witness, who 
said the incident occurred in the fifth hour, meant that it 
occurred at exactly five hours of the day and thus erred by 
almost three hours, as the incident occurred just after the 
second hour, as indicated by the arrow in the image below. 
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Rather, Rava said: In fact, according to the statement of Rabbi 
Meir, a person errs by two hours less a bit; according to the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda, a person errs by three hours less 
a bit. The Gemara elaborates: According to the statement of 
Rabbi Meir, a person errs by two hours less a bit. How so? 
When the incident occurred, it was either at the beginning of 
the second hour or at the end of the third hour and one of the 
witnesses erred by two hours less a bit, as that is a reasonable 
discrepancy.® 


According to the statement of Rabbi Yehuda, a person errs by 
three hours less a bit. How so? When the incident occurred, it 
was either in the beginning of the third hour or at the end of 
the fifth hour, and one of them errs by three hours less a bit.’ 
According to Rabbi Yehuda, that is a reasonable discrepancy. 


We learned in a mishna: The judges of the court would examine 
witnesses with seven forms of interrogation:" In which seven- 
year Sabbatical cycle of the Jubilee did the incident occur, in 
which year of the seven-year Sabbatical cycle, in which month 
of that year, on which date of that month, on which day of the 
week, at which hour of the day, at which place did the incident 
occur? And it was taught in a baraita: What is the difference 
between interrogations and examinations? With regard to each 
of the forms of interrogation, if one of the witnesses said: I 
do not know, their testimony is void. However, with regard to 
examinations, even if they both say: We do not know, their 
testimony is valid. 


The Gemara continues. And we discussed this baraita: In what 
way are interrogations different and in what way are examina- 
tions different?" Why is the testimony of a person who cannot 
answer one of the interrogations void, but his testimony is valid 
if he cannot answer one of the examinations? 


And we said in response: With regard to interrogations, if one 
of them says: I do not know, their testimony is void, as this is 
testimony that you cannot render as false, conspiring testi- 
mony. Witnesses are determined to be false, conspiring witnesses 
when other witnesses arrive in court and testify that the first pair 
of witnesses could not possibly have witnessed the incident in 
question, as they were at a different place at that time together 
with them. If a witness says he does not know when the incident 
occurred or where it occurred, it would be impossible to testify 
that he was elsewhere and render him a false, conspiring witness. 
The Torah disqualifies the testimony of a witness who cannot be 
rendered a false, conspiring witness. 


HALAKHA 


Forms of interrogation — mivpn: The court asks all witnesses 
the seven questions known as interrogations: In which seven- 
year Sabbatical cycle of the Jubilee did the incident occur? In 
which year of the seven-year Sabbatical cycle? In which month 
of that year? On which date of that month? On which day of the 
week? At which hour of the day? At which place did the incident 
occur? (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Edut 1:4). 


Interrogations and examinations — nipa nivpn: The Meiri, 
based on the Rambam, analyzes this issue at length, and ex- 
plains that there are in fact three types of questions posed 
to witnesses. The first category consists of interrogations, 
inquiries with regard to when and where the incident occurred, 
i.e., the seven questions mentioned in the Gemara that are 
asked of every witness. The next group of questions concerns 
the details of the act with regard to which they are testify- 
ing, as well as questions about the perpetrator. These ques- 
tions include: Do you know the parties involved, how did the 
accused perform the act, and similar questions. With regard 


NOTES 


Interrogations and examinations - nipa nivpn: With re- 
gard to the interrogation and basic scrutiny of witnesses, if 
one witness does not know the answer to even one of these 
questions, the testimony is void. However, with regard to ex- 
aminations, even if neither witness is able to answer a par- 
ticular question, their testimony is valid, provided they do not 
contradict each other (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Edut 2:1). 


to this second category as well, if the witnesses answer that 
they do not know, their testimony is void. The third group of 
questions consists of specific examinations that clarify the 
details of the incident. These queries pertain to tangential 
issues and not to the act itself. Accordingly, the question of 
the weapon used in the murder falls into the second catego- 
ry. If the witnesses are unable to answer that question their 
testimony is void. However, an inquiry into the clothes the 
murderer was wearing falls into the third category, and the 
testimony is disqualified only if the witnesses contradict 
each other. 
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However, with regard to examinations, even if the witness cannot 

remember every detail, it remains testimony that you can render 

as false, conspiring testimony. Even without that detail, the sec- 
ond pair of witnesses can still testify that the first pair of witnesses 

was with them in a different place at that time. 


Based on the above, the Gemara returns to discuss the matter of 
discrepancies in the testimony of the witnesses with regard to the 

hour that the incident occurred. And ifyou say that a person errs 

by that much, e.g., several hours, with regard to the interroga- 
tions of what time of day the incident occurred, this is also testi- 
mony that you cannot render as false, conspiring testimony, for 

if other witnesses claim that they were elsewhere at that time, the 

witnesses can say: We are mistaken, and the incident did not 

actually occur at that time, but a few hours earlier or later. Conse- 
quently, it is impossible to prove that they are false, conspiring 

witnesses. 


The Gemara explains that we give leeway to the first pair of wit- 
nesses for the entire duration of the potential margin of their 
error. In order to render them false, conspiring witnesses, the 
second pair of witnesses must testify that the first witnesses were 
with them for the entire period during which their testimony 
would be accepted, despite the discrepancy with regard to the hour 
in which it occurred. According to Rabbi Meir, we give the wit- 
nesses who testified that the incident occurred at two or three 
hours of the day, from the beginning of the first hour until the 
end of the fifth hour. If they testified that the incident occurred 
in the second hour or the third hour, the court must take into ac- 
count a mistake of two hours in either direction.® 


And by right we should give them even more leeway at the be- 
ginning. Since one errs by two hours less a bit, if the witnesses 
testified that the incident occurred at approximately two hours of 
the day, they might have erred by roughly two hours and the inci- 
dent actually occurred before sunrise. However, since between 
day and night people do not err, and as the witnesses testify that 
the incident occurred during the second or third hour of the day, 
it could not have occurred before sunrise. 


And according to Rabbi Yehuda, we give the witnesses a margin 
of error from the beginning of the first hour until the end of the 
sixth hour.’ And by right we should give them even more leeway 
at the beginning, as according to his opinion one errs by three 
hours less a bit, and therefore the margin for error should be 
greater. 


However, between day and night people do not err, and there- 
fore there is no concern that they might have erred in this regard. 
And similarly, by right we should give them even more leeway at 
the end of the period. However, this too is not a reasonable dis- 
crepancy, as at five hours of the day the sun is in the east and at 
seven hours the sun is in the west. No one confuses the morning 
with the afternoon. 


In light of the above conclusions, the Gemara returns to address 
the issue of leaven. We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Meir 
says: One may eat leaven the entire fifth hour of the fourteenth 
of Nisan, and one must burn it immediately afterward at the be- 
ginning of the sixth hour. Rabbi Yehuda says: One may eat the 
entire fourth hour, and one places it in abeyance for the entire 
fifth hour, and one burns it at the beginning of the sixth hour. 


BACKGROUND 

The opinion of Rabbi Meir - Yxa *37 Now: The acceptable 
margin of error according to the Gemara’s final explanation 
of Rabbi Meir’s opinion is marked here with arrows. If the 
incident occurred at the third hour of the day, it is possible 
hat the witness erred by two hours in either direction, and 
his testimony is accepted if he said the incident occurred 
anytime between the first and fifth hours of the day. If the 
incident happened at the second hour, it is possible that 
he erred and said it occurred between the beginning of the 
day and the fourth hour. However, if the incident occurred at 
he end of the first hour, the witness has a margin of error of 
wo hours after the incident but only one hour beforehand, 
as marked by the dotted line, as it is unreasonable that one 
would confuse day and night. 


The opinion of Rabbi Yehuda - mym 37 New: According 
to the Gemara’s final explanation of Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion, 
the court grants a witness a margin of error of three hours in 
either direction, which would mean that with regard to an 
incident that occurred at the first hour of the day, testimony 
that occurred at the tenth hour of the night, i.e., two hours 
before sunrise, should be accepted. However, in practice that 
is not the case, as it is unreasonable that one would confuse 
day and night. 
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NOTES 
Testimony is entrusted to the vigilant — nyon my 
myth: Not everyone testifies. One who knows that he 
will testify and be interrogated in court ensures that he 


is well aware of when the incident took place. In con- 


trast, the prohibition against eating leaven applies to 
everyone, and most people are not sufficiently accurate 
in their assessment of time to be certain that they will 
remove the leaven at the appropriate hour. 


The removal of leaven can be performed only by 


burning it - n9w KYN yan nya py: The early com- 


mentaries discuss at what stage Rabbi Yehuda insists 
that leaven must be removed by means of burning 


alone (see Tosafot). Some say that although Rabbi Ye- 


huda maintains that it is always preferable to remove 
leaven by burning it, if the time for the leaven’s removal 
is approaching and one is unable to burn it, he may 
eliminate it in any manner (Meiri). 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: According to Abaye’s explanation in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, that he said a person does 
not err about the time at all, let him eat leaven for the entire sixth hour, 
as by Torah law it is permitted to eat until the end of the sixth hour, i.e., 
midday. The Sages issued a decree prohibiting the consumption of 
leaven from the beginning of the sixth hour, lest one unwittingly come 
to eat after midday. However, according to Rabbi Meir, people do not 
err in this regard at all and that concern is unfounded. And according 
to that version of Rabbi Meir’s opinion, that he said a person errs a bit, 
let him eat leaven until just before the end of the sixth hour. 


And according to Abaye’s explanation in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda, that he said: A person errs by half an hour; let him 
eat leaven until the midpoint of the sixth hour. And even according 
to the version of Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion, that he said: A person errs 
by an hour plus a bit; let him eat leaven until just before the end of the 
fifth hour. From the fact that this is not the ruling of these Sages, appar- 
ently Abaye’s assessment of the amount of time that a person errs is in- 
correct. 


Rather, Abaye said: There is a difference between the issues of testi- 
mony and leaven, as testimony is entrusted to the vigilant." One comes 
to testify only if he thoroughly scrutinized the subject of his testimony. 
Therefore, he will not err significantly with regard to the time in question. 
However, the prohibition against eating leavened bread is a halakha 
entrusted to all, and not everyone is able to correctly determine the 
time. Consequently, Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda both extend the 
margin for error, so that people will not unwittingly eat leaven after 
the time that it is prohibited to do so. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty: And according to Rava’s explana- 
tion in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, that he said: A 
person errs by two hours less a bit; from the beginning of the fifth 
hour let one no longer eat leaven. After all, one could confuse the fifth 
hour with the seventh hour, when it is prohibited to eat leaven by Torah 
law. The Gemara answers: Since at five hours the sun is in the east and 
at seven hours the sun is in the west, no one confuses morning with 
afternoon. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, during the sixth hour let him eat 
leaven as well, as one distinguishes between the sixth hour and the 
seventh hour since the sun tends westward only during the seventh hour. 
Rav Adda bar Ahava said: In the sixth hour, the day, i.e., the sun, stands 
at the meridian, equidistant between east and west, and it is unclear 
toward which direction it tends. Therefore, confusion between the sixth 
and seventh hours is possible. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rava’s explanation in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, that he said: A person errs by three 
hours less a bit; from the beginning of the fourth hour let one no 
longer eat leaven. The Gemara answers: If, since at five hours the sun is 
in the east and at seven hours the sun is in the west, one does not 
confuse the morning with the evening, and all the more so one will not 
confuse seven hours of the day with four hours of the day, when the sun 
is further east. The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, i.e., there is no con- 
cern lest one confuse morning and afternoon, during the fifth hour let 
him eat leaven as well. 


Abaye interpreted it in accordance with the opinion of Rava: Testi- 
mony is entrusted to the vigilant, and therefore a witness is less likely 
to err, whereas the prohibition against eating leavened bread is en- 
trusted to all. Since a common person is more likely to err, the Sages 
were more stringent with regard to leaven than with regard to testimony. 


And Rava said: That is not the reason for the added hour in the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda, as he is not concerned lest people err. Rather, Rabbi 
Yehuda conforms to his standard line of reasoning, as he said: The 
removal of leaven can be performed only by burning it," and therefore 
by prohibiting the consumption of leaven, the Sages provided him with 
one hour during which to gather wood to burn the leaven. 
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Ravina raised an objection to the opinion of Rava from a baraita. 
Rabbi Yehuda said: When is it that the elimination of leaven can be 
performed only by burning it? It is only when one removes the leaven 
not at the time designated for its removal. Then, one should seek out 
the preferred method of removal and implement it in the ideal manner. 
However, when one removes the leaven at the time designated for its 
removal, at the end of the sixth hour when he must remove the leaven 
immediately, the removal of leaven may be performed in any manner, 
and one need not seek wood for burning. Why, then, was it necessary 
for the Sages to provide him with an hour to gather wood? 


Rather, Rava reconsidered the previous explanation and said: It is a 
rabbinic decree due to a cloudy day, ™ when one is unable to observe 
the precise position of the sun, increasing the likelihood of confusion. 
The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, then even at fourth hour let one 
no longer eat leaven, as according to Rabbi Yehuda a person errs by 
three hours less a bit. Rav Pappa said: The fourth hour is mealtime for 
everyone," and therefore everyone is aware of that hour and will not 
confuse it with another. 


In light of Rav Pappa’s statement, the Gemara discusses the topic of 
mealtimes.” The Sages taught in a baraita: Eating in the first hour of 
the morning is the time of eating for Ludim,®' who are members of a 
nation of cannibals, and they are ravenous and in a hurry to eat. The 
second hour is the time of eating for robbers [listin].' Since they spend 
the night stealing, they eat early in the morning. The third hour is the 
time of eating for heirs, i.e., people who inherited a lot of money and 
do not work for their sustenance. Their only preoccupation in the early 
hours of the morning is eating. The fourth hour is the time of eating 
for workers. The fifth hour is the time of eating for Torah scholars. 
The sixth hour is the time of eating for all people. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But didn’t Rav Pappa say that the fourth 
hour is the time of eating for all? Rather, reverse the fourth, fifth, and 
sixth hours: The fourth hour is mealtime" for all people, the fifth 
hour is the time of eating for workers, and the sixth hour is the time 
of eating for Torah scholars." 


One who eats from this point forward does not benefit from eating, as 
he is like one who throws a stone into a leather bottle," i.e., it does not 
contribute to his health. Abaye said: We only said that eating from the 
sixth hour onward is not beneficial, when he did not taste anything in 
the morning; however, if he tasted something in the morning we 
have no problem with it. 


Rav Ashi said: Like the dispute between Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Ye- 
huda with regard to testimony, so too is their dispute with regard to 

leavened bread. The Gemara comments: This is obvious, as this is 

precisely that which we said. The Gemara explains: Rav Ashi comes to 

teach us that the answers that we answered, distinguishing between 

the cases of testimony and leaven, are legitimate answers." And do not 

say that the different rulings in the two cases reflect a dispute between 

tanna’im with regard to the opinions of Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda 

and the answers are merely forced attempts to resolve the contradiction 

but not legitimate answers. 


NOTES 


A cloudy day - ya oY: Clouds obscure the position of the sun 
in the sky, rendering the sundials in use at that time ineffective. 


Mealtime for everyone - $34 MY pat: Some commentaries 
explain that as everyone eats at the fourth hour throughout the 
year, one will feel hunger pangs when that time arrives. That will 
alert them that the fourth hour has arrived (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


The time of eating for Torah scholars - 0237 "Pan bagn: Since 
they are engaged in Torah they are in no rush to eat and they would 
therefore take their meals later than everyone else. 


Like one who throws a stone into a leather bottle — jax pita 
nan: Rashi provides two explanations of this statement. One sug- 


gestion is that someone who throws a stone into a bottle damages 


the bottle, and similarly, one who eats after this time harms himself. 


Alternatively, throwing a stone achieves nothing, as the bottle is 


The answers that we answered are legitimate answers — "yw 
NAT MM (VRT: The status of many answers of the Gemara is often 
left unclear. Since the Gemara does not entirely accept or reject a 
position without incontrovertible proof, many weak answers are 
cited only to negate a proof, even though these answers are not 
ultimately accepted. Consequently, in certain situations the Sages 


found it necessary to note that a certain answer was well founded, 


various difficulties notwithstanding. 


filled with water, and the stone will therefore have no impact on it. 


HALAKHA 

A decree due to a cloudy day - oY nwa nya 
jn: One may not eat leaven during the fifth hour 
on Passover eve, lest people come to confuse the 
fifth and sixth hours on a cloudy day. However, this 
decree applies only to eating, not to the prohibition 
against deriving benefit from leaven at that time, in 
accordance with Rava's explanation of the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Hametz UMatza 1:9). 


Mealtime — A110 pat: The healthy mealtime for 
an ordinary person is the fourth hour after sunrise 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 157). 


BACKGROUND 


Mealtimes — my 42t: To understand the contex 
of this discussion, one must be aware that people 
typically ate two meals each day, a larger meal in 
the morning and a smaller one in the evening, jus 
before sunset. Naturally, people sometimes ate be- 
tween meals, but on weekdays people would no 
eat additional meals. On Shabbat they would ea 
three meals, as required by halakha. Since workers 
would begin working very early in the morning, a 
sunrise or even before, they would eat their meals 
at or around the middle of the workday. However, 
people who were not day laborers might eat their 
meal at an earlier time. 


Ludim - on: Some explain that these were gladi- 
ators who fought in Roman amphitheaters and ate 
very early, before they entered into their regimen of 
intense training, which lasted for many hours. Even 
on days when they would fight they would eat early 
because they wished to enjoy life as much as pos- 
sible before they died during these encounters, as 
most fights were to the death. 


LANGUAGE 

Cannibals [Ludim] - on: Some explain that the 
Ludim are a people indigenous to a land in Asia Minor 
called Ludiya, whose residents were both ravenous 
and pampered. However, other sources indicate that 
the word Ludim is from the Latin luderi, to play, and 
ludi, the games. Apparently it refers to gladiators 
who fought each other as well as wild animals in 
the Roman circus. Because of their need for frequent 
training and their desire to enjoy life until their in- 
evitable demise in the arena, they would eat early 
and ravenously. 


Robbers [listin] -— poo: From the Greek Ayotie, 
lestés, meaning thief or bandit. 
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HALAKHA 

Before sunrise... during sunrise — Y37 Jin3...¥37 Op: With 
regard to two witnesses who testify about an incident, and 
one of them says it occurred before sunrise while the other 
says it took place during sunrise, their testimony is rejected. 
This is because the difference between their statements 
cannot be attributed to error, and therefore their accounts 
are considered contradictory testimonies (Rambam Sefer 
Shofetim, Hilkhot Edut 2:5). 


Perek I 
Daf13 Amuda 


NOTES —W——_—_—_—_- 
Rabban Gamliel is not a decisor - 15/3 wh Dyba m 
x1: These two principles, that the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of the decisor, and the counterclaim that 
this is not a compromise opinion, are expressions of the 
same basic concept. When two Sages disagree with regard 
to the details of an issue and a third Sage agrees with one 
of them with regard to certain details and with the other 
with regard to other details, this third opinion is that of the 
decisor. The reason is that there is a majority with regard to 
certain details in accordance with the first opinion, and a 
different majority with regard to the other details in accor- 
dance with the second opinion. However, this principle ap- 
plies only if the opinion of the third Sage actually addresses 
details of the first two rulings. When the third Sage expresses 
an independent opinion, not dependent on the previous 
dispute, it is merely considered to be a third opinion, even 
if the actual ruling is an intermediate opinion. 
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Rav Shimi bar Ashi said: They taught that the court does not 
reject testimony due to a discrepancy over time only with regard 
to testimony ascribed to different hours of the day. However, if 
one witness says that the incident occurred before sunrise and 
the other one says it occurred after sunrise, their testimony is 
void. The Gemara asks: It is obvious that this is the case, as a 
blatant contradiction of this kind could not possibly be the result 
of miscalculation. 


Rather, emend the previous statement: If one witness says the 
incident occurred before sunrise and one says it occurred during 
sunrise," their testimony is void. The Gemara asks: That too 
is obvious, as the difference between those times is similarly 
conspicuous. The Gemara answers: It is necessary to teach this 
halakha, lest you say that both of the witnesses are saying one 
matter, and the fact that one witness says 


that the incident occurred during sunrise is because he was 
standing out in the open and they were mere rays of light that 
he saw which he mistook for sunrise. In actuality, he too is testify- 
ing to an incident that occurred before sunrise, and the testimony 
of the two witnesses is therefore compatible testimony. Rav Shimi 
bar Ashi therefore teaches us that there is no concern that it 
transpired in that manner. 


Rav Nahman said that Rav said: The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. Rava said to Rav Nahman: 
And let the Master say that the halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who maintains that one may eat dur- 
ing the entire fifth hour, as the tanna taught an unattributed 
mishna in accordance with his opinion, indicating that this is the 


halakha. 


As we learned in a mishna: For the entire time that one is permit- 
ted to eat leaven himself, he feeds it to his animal. It can be in- 
ferred from this mishna that there is no intermediate period when 

itis prohibited for a person to eat leaven but he may feed it to his 

animal. This unattributed mishna must be in accordance with the 

opinion of Rabbi Meir, as Rabbi Yehuda maintains that during the 

fifth hour it is prohibited to eat leaven but one may feed it to an 

animal. 


The Gemara rejects this contention: That mishna is not classified 
as unattributed, as it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabban 
Gamliel, due to the fact that had the mishna been in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, the term: Permitted, is difficult. 
Instead, the mishna should have been formulated: When one eats 
he may feed. 


Rava raised an additional difficulty to Rav Nahman: And let the 
Master say that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabban Gamliel, as he is the decisor in this dispute, and there 
is a general principle that the halakha is always in accordance with 
the decisor who states an opinion that compromises between two 
opinions cited previously. He said to him: Rabban Gamliel is not 
a decisor;" he is stating a reason of his own. Rabbi Yehuda and 
Rabbi Meir disagree with regard to consumption of any type of 
leaven; they do not distinguish between teruma and non-sacred 
food. Since Rabban Gamliel distinguishes between the time one 
must desist from eating teruma and the latest time that one may 
eat non-sacred food, his is evidently an unrelated opinion that is 
in no way a compromise between the other two rulings. 
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And if you wish, say instead: When Rav said that the halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, he ruled in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of this tanna, as it was taught in a 
baraita: With regard to the fourteenth of Nisan that occurs on 
Shabbat, one does not remove leaven on Passover eve in the 
usual manner." Rather, one removes everything leavened before 
Shabbat, and one burns ritually impure teruma: Teruma in abey- 
ance, whose purity is uncertain, and even any pure teruma that 
he does not require for his Shabbat meals. And one leaves from 
the pure leaven" food for two meals, the meal at night and the 
one in the morning, in order to eat and finish until four hours of 
Shabbat morning. This is the statement of Rabbi Elazar ben 
Yehuda of Bartota, who said it in the name of Rabbi Yehoshua. 


The Sages said to him: One should not burn pure teruma, as 
perhaps those who can eat it will be found on Shabbat, and he 
will have retroactively violated a Torah prohibition by burning 
pure teruma unnecessarily. Instead, one places the teruma aside, 
and if no one is found to eat it, he feeds it to the dogs or renders 
it null and void in his heart. He said to them: They already sought 
people to eat the teruma and they did not find any other priests 
in the city to eat it. They said to him: Perhaps those priests who 
could eat the teruma on that Shabbat slept outside the wall of the 
city and will enter the city on Shabbat morning, at which point 
they could eat the teruma. 


He said to the Sages: According to your statement, that you take 

into account this unlikely scenario, one should not even burn 

teruma in abeyance, as perhaps Elijah the Prophet will come" 

on Shabbat and establish prophetically that the teruma is not ritu- 
ally impure, and render it ritually pure. They said to him: That 
possibility is no source of concern, as the Jewish people have 

already been assured that Elijah will come neither on a Friday 
nor on the eve of a Festival, due to the exertion involved prepar- 
ing for the upcoming holy day. Consequently, Elijah will cer- 
tainly come neither on Friday, nor on Shabbat itself, which is 

Passover eve. 


They said: They did not move from there until the Sages voted 
and they established the halakha in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Elazar ben Yehuda of Bartota, who said it in the 
name of Rabbi Yehoshua. 


Apropos the previous statement that the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, what, is it not that the halakha 
is in accordance with his opinion even with regard to eating? 
Rav’s ruling indicates that one may eat leaven until the end of the 
fourth hour, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. Rav 
Pappa said in the name of Rava: No, the aforementioned ruling 
applies only to the obligation to remove leaven, i.e., the Sages 
agreed that it is permitted to remove pure teruma on Friday only 
if there is no one available to eat it. 


The Gemara notes: And even Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds in 
accordance with this statement of Rav Nahman, and rules that 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 
As Ravin bar Rav Adda said: There was an incident that occurred 

involving a certain person who deposited a saddlebag [disak- 
kayya]! filled with leavened bread" with Yohanan Hakuka’a, 
and mice bore a hole in the bag, and leavened bread was spilling 
out of the sack. And he came before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi on 

Passover eve to ask what he should do. In the first hour of the day 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to him: Wait, as the owner of the bag 
might yet return to take it from you and eat the leaven. In the 

second hour he said to him: Wait. In the third hour he said to 

him: Wait. In the fourth hour he said to him: Wait. In the fifth 

hour, concluding that the person was not coming, he said to him: 
Go and sell it in the market. 


HALAKHA = —— 
Passover eve that occurs on Shabbat - nid nw nbs aw 
nawa: When Passover begins at the conclusion of Shabbat, 
one removes the leaven before Shabbat, leaving enough 
food for two meals, in accordance with the opinions of Rabbi 
Elazar ben Yehuda of Bartota and Rabbi Eliezer bar Tzadok 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 44471). 


A deposit of leavened bread - yan by 115: With regard 
to one who has in his possession on Passover eve a deposit 
of leaven that belongs to a Jew, he should wait until the 
beginning of the fifth hour before selling it to a gentile. This is 
in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara and Rabbi 
Yehuda's opinion cited here (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
443:2). 


NOTES 


And one leaves from the pure leaven — nitiman ja pwn: 

The early commentaries discuss the halakha of non-sacred 
ood, which is not addressed by the Gemara. Some say that if 
one removes teruma before Shabbat, all the more so should 
he remove non-sacred food before Shabbat. This is because 
here is no prohibition against destroying non-sacred food, 
whereas the destruction of teruma is prohibited (Tosafot; Rif; 
Rambam; Ra’avad; and others). Others claim to the contrary, 
hat since teruma is eaten only by the few, it makes sense to 
remove it the day before. In contrast, one is likely to find peo- 
ple to eat non-sacred food, and therefore this leaven should 
not be removed prematurely (7osefot of Rabbi Shimshon of 
Saens; Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi). 


Perhaps Elijah the Prophet will come - rg xI xa: This 
teruma in abeyance is teruma with regard to which there is 
uncertainty whether or not it is ritually impure. This uncer- 
tainty could be the result of uncertain contact with an object 
or a person that is definitely impure, or definite contact with 
an item or a person whose ritual purity status is uncertain. 
These issues can be resolved only by means of the principles 
of resolving uncertainties, as there is no way to reveal what 
actually happened. Consequently, the arrival of Elijah could 
resolve the uncertainty; although he will not issue new hala- 
khic rulings, he will reveal facts that were hitherto unknown. 


LANGUAGE 


Saddlebag [disakkayya] - xD»: From the Greek 
dtoaKktovy, disakkiyon, meaning double bag. 
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HALAKHA 

The practice of collectors of charity - 7Pt¥ x33 X: 
Charity collectors who gathered food or money but 
find no poor people available to whom they can deliver 
he items may change the money with other people 
or sell them the food. However, they may not change 
he charity coins themselves, nor may they purchase 
he food for themselves, in order to be clear before 
both God and the Jewish people (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a 257:2). 


A deposit that decreases in value — pyran jiTp3: 
f a person deposits produce or a similar item with 
another and the deposit deteriorates at the standard 
rate, the bailee may not touch it. If it begins to lose its 
value at an accelerated rate, he should sell it in court. 
This is in accordance with the statement of the Rabbis, 
as explained by Rabbi Yohanan (Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen 
Mishpat 29216). 


NOTES 


They change the money with other people — punia 
pan: In this context, changing the money refers to 


the exchange of smaller perutot for larger coins, e.g., 
dinars, as copper perutot tarnish and lose their value, 


or for reasons of convenience. Some commentaries 
add that one who changes perutot for dinars would 
ordinarily be offered a good exchange rate, as perutot 
were in greater demand. Consequently, by making this 


exchange, the charity collector could profit. However, 
as it is prohibited for one who collected charity to ben- 


efit from this money he is required to change it with 
other people (Meiri). 


Perek | 
Daf13 Amud b 


NOTES 
On the roof of the colonnade - XabY NT 33 by: The 
parallel discussion in tractate Sukka cites the exchange 
of opinions in reverse. The tanna initially says: On the 
roof of [al gag] the colonnade, which is corrected to: On 


[al gav] the bench (Tosafot of Rabbi Shimshon of Saens). 
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What, did Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi not mean that Yohanan Hakuka’a 
should sell this leaven to gentiles, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, who says that it is prohibited for a Jew to eat leaven 
during the fifth hour? Rav Yosef said: No, it could be that he meant to 
sell it to a Jew, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir that one 
may eat leaven during the fifth hour. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi was simply 
advising him to sell the leaven quickly before the sixth hour begins, at 
which point it would be prohibited for Jews to eat it. Abaye said to him: 
If it is permitted for a Jew to eat leaven, let him take it for himself and 
pay the owner back later. Why trouble him to sell it to someone else? 


The Gemara responds: Eating it himself is not an option due to the 
potential of suspicion. As it was taught in a baraita with regard to a 
similar situation: Collectors of charity" who have no poor people to 
whom they can distribute the money, change the money with other 
people’ and do not change it themselves, i.e., with their own coins. 


Likewise, collectors of food for the charity plate, who would collect 
food in large vessels for the poor to eat, who do not have poor people 
to whom to distribute the food, sell the food to others and do not sell 
it to themselves, as it is stated: “And you shall be clear before God 
and before Israel” (Numbers 32:22). It is not sufficient that a person is 
without sin in the eyes of God. He must also appear upright in the eyes 
of other people so that they will not suspect him of wrongdoing. 


Rav Adda bar Mattana said to Rav Yosef: You told us explicitly that 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi meant: Go and sell it to gentiles, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. Rav Yosef took ill late in life and 
forgot his studies, and therefore his student would remind him that he 
also agreed with that version of the incident. 


Rav Yosef said: In accordance with whose opinion, i.e., the opinion of 
which tanna, is that halakha which was taught by Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi, that one should sell leaven deposited with him in order to prevent 
the depositor from losing his possession?" Rav Yosef explains: It is in 

accordance with the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, as we 

learned in a mishna: With regard to one who deposits produce with 

another, even if the produce will be ruined by insects or mold, he 

should not touch them. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: He should 

sell them in court, due to the obligation to restore lost property. Just 
as one is required to return a lost item, he is likewise required to prevent 
loss of another's property for which he assumed responsibility. 


Abaye said to him: Wasn’t it stated with regard to that mishna that 
Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: The Rabbis taught 
that one may not touch them only if 


their decrease in value is at the standard rate of stored produce, due 
to rot and rodents. However, if their decrease in value is beyond the 
standard rate, everyone agrees that one sells them in court; and all the 
more so in the case here, with regard to leavened bread, as the bread 
will be entirely lost. Once the leaven is prohibited, it remains prohib- 
ited even after Passover. Consequently, everyone agrees that one is 
obligated to sell the leaven. 


We learned in the mishna: And furthermore, Rabbi Yehuda said: Two 
disqualified loaves of a thanks-offering are placed on the pillars sur- 
rounding the Temple as an indicator. The tanna who recited mishnayot 
in the study hall taught a baraita before Rav Yehuda: The loaves were 
placed on [al gav] the bench in the Temple. He said to him: And does 
he need to conceal them? No one would see them if they were placed 
there. Rather, teach the baraita: On the roof of [al gag] the colonnade," 
where everyone could see them. 
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Rahava said that Rabbi Yehuda said: The Temple Mount 
was a double colonnade, i.e., surrounded by two rows of 
columns. That was also taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda 
says it was called an istevanit' and it was a colonnade within 
a colonnade.”® 


We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says these two 
loaves placed outside were disqualified. The Gemara asks: 
Why were they disqualified? What caused their disqualifica- 
tion? Rabbi Hanina said: Since the thanks-offerings brought 
that day are numerous, and the priests are unable to eat their 
portions from the loaves of all the offerings, the remaining 
loaves are disqualified by virtue of their being left overnight. 
The Gemara explains that so many loaves were brought that 
day, as it was taught in a baraita: One may not bring a thanks- 
offering on the festival of Passover due to the leavened 
bread included with it, as ten of the forty loaves brought with 
a thanks-offering are loaves of leavened bread. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: It is obvious that one may 
not bring this offering on Passover, as it contains leaven. Rav 
Adda bar Ahava said: Here this baraita is not referring to the 
prohibition against bringing the offering on Passover itself. 
Rather, we are dealing with the issue of sacrificing a thanks- 
offering on the fourteenth of Nisan," and this tanna main- 
tains: One may not bring consecrated offerings to a situa- 
tion where the time that they may be eaten is restricted, there- 
by increasing the likelihood of disqualification. Although it 
is permitted to eat leavened bread until the sixth hour of the 
fourteenth of Nisan, one may not bring a thanks-offering on 
Passover eve. The reason is that a thanks-offering may be 
eaten for one full day and the following night, and if it is 
brought on the eve of Passover, the time available before dis- 
qualification is reduced. 


And therefore, everyone who ascended on the pilgrimage to 
Jerusalem and were obligated to bring thanks-offerings 
brought them on the thirteenth of Nisan. And since these 
thanks-offerings are numerous, they are disqualified by vir- 
tue of their being left overnight, as priests are unable to eat 
their portions from the loaves ofall the offerings brought that 
day. 


They said in the name of Rabbi Yannai: The loaves placed as 
an indicator were not disqualified’ by being left overnight. 
Rather, why did the tanna call them disqualified? It was due 
to the fact that no animal offering was slaughtered together 
with them to consecrate them, but they were consecrated as 
thanks-offering loaves independently. They could not be eaten 
until the offering with which they were brought was slaugh- 
tered. The Gemara asks: And let us slaughter the thanks- 
offering to render the loaves permitted. The Gemara answers: 
The mishna is referring to a case where the animal for the of- 
fering was lost. 


The Gemara raises a further difficulty: And let us bring an- 
other animal to replace the first one for sacrifice and let 
them slaughter it. The Gemara answers: This is a case where 
the one who consecrated the thanks-offering said: This is a 
thanks-offering and these are its loaves." He consecrated 
the animal and the loaves together, and this is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabba, as Rabba said: If the loaf of a 
thanks-offering is lost, its owner brings another loaf to com- 
plete the offering. However, if the thanks- offering was lost 
and the loaves remain, one may not bring another thanks- 
offering. What is the reason for this? The loaves are brought 
due to the thanks-offering” but the thanks-offering is not 
brought on account of the loaves. The animal sacrificed is 
the primary component of the offering while the loaves are 
subordinate to it. 


NOTES 

Rahava said that Rabbi Yehuda said — +37 V2% XIM WAX 
TTT: Several commentaries discuss this statement, which is 
cited in many places as an example of the precise transmis- 
sion of a tradition. See Tosafot, who explain that since Rahava 
was the preeminent student of Rav Yehuda he addressed 
him as Rabbi Yehuda. Others claim that he was uncertain 
whether Rav Yehuda or Rabbi Yehuda issued this statement 
(see Arukh). 


The loaves were not disqualified — 7 niwa: Rabbi Yannai 
does not interpret the mishna as referring to loaves that were 
disqualified by being left overnight, as those loaves must 
be burned immediately, to prevent a situation where they 
might be eaten unwittingly (Maharam Halawa). 


The loaves are brought due to the thanks-offering — ond 
atin dds: This halakha is derived from the verse:’And he shall 
offer, together with the thanks-offering, loaves” (Leviticus 
7:12), which indicates that the loaves brought with this of- 
fering are subordinate to it (Rashi). 


LANGUAGE 


Istevanit — maeex: A Hebraized form of the Greek otod, 
stoa, meaning a row of columns or a hall between rows of 
columns. 


HALAKHA 
A colonnade within a colonnade - yep D3 yop: The 
Temple Mount was built in the form of one row ‘of columns 
inside another row of columns, in accordance with the state- 
ment of Rahava (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 
51). 


A thanks-offering on the eve of Passover - npa Iwa MIN: 
One may not bring a thanks-offering on the day before Pass- 
over, as itis prohibited to sacrifice offerings in a manner that 
he time they may be eaten is restricted, thereby increasing 
he likelihood of disqualification (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Hagiga 2:13). 


A thanks-offering and its loaves — mah min: If one says: 
This is my thanks-offering and these are its loaves, and the 
oaves are lost, one brings other loaves. If the offering it- 
self was lost he does not bring another offering with those 
oaves, in accordance with Rabba’s statement (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:11). 


BACKGROUND 
A colonnade within a colonnade - "vpn ma yep: Appar- 
ently, the rows of columns on the Temple Mount were built 
in this fashion to increase the light and to provide space for 
pilgrims. The loaves from the thanks-offering that served 
as an indicator were placed upon the roof of these pillars. 


Colonnade within a colonnade on the Temple Mount 
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HALAKHA 


The loaves brought with the lambs sacrificed on the 
festival of Assembly - nyy was ond: If the lambs 
sacrificed on Shavuot were slaughtered or their blood 
sprinkled not for their own sake, the loaves brought 


with them are not consecrated. This ruling is in ac- 


cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, as 
his rulings are accepted as halakha in disputes with 
a single Sage (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 17:18). 
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The Gemara asks: And let us redeem the loaves from their consecrated 
status and render them non-sacred, and there will be no need to burn 
the loaves. Rather, the Gemara explains that actually, the case is one 
where the animal offering was indeed slaughtered over the loaves to 
permit them, but the animal’s blood spilled before it could be sprinkled 
on the altar. Once the animal has been slaughtered, the loaves are fully 
consecrated and cannot be redeemed, but in this case, neither can they 
be eaten, as the blood was not sprinkled on the altar. 


And in accordance with whose opinion is this statement that the slaugh- 
ter of the animal consecrates the loaves and from that point they can 
no longer be redeemed? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, as Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: Each of two factors that 
are indispensable in permitting the sacrifice of an offering, elevates the 
subordinate components of the offering to consecrated status, without 
the other." In this case, the loaves are consecrated when the animal to be 
sacrificed is slaughtered, even if the blood was not sprinkled, as it was 
taught in a baraita: The lambs sacrificed on the festival of Assembly, i.e., 
Shavuot, consecrate the loaves that accompany them only by means 
of their slaughter." How so? If one slaughtered the lambs for their own 
sake, i.e., as lambs for Shavuot, in the appropriate manner, and the priest 
sprinkled their blood for their own sake, the loaves are consecrated. 


However, if one slaughtered them not for their own sake, and the priest 
sprinkled their blood not for their own sake, the loaves are not conse- 
crated, as the factors indispensable in rendering the offering permitted 

were not properly performed. If one slaughtered them for their own sake, 
and he sprinkled their blood not for their own sake, the fact that the 

lambs were properly slaughtered renders the loaves partially consecrated. 
Therefore, the loaves are consecrated to the extent that they cannot be 

redeemed, but they are not consecrated to the extent that they may be 

eaten. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, says: Actually, the loaves are con- 
secrated only when one slaughters the offerings for their own sake and 
sprinkles their blood for their own sake, i.e., only if both factors indis- 
pensable in rendering the offering permitted were properly performed. 
The previous answer in the Gemara is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


The Gemara adds: Even if you say that the previous answer is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, it is un- 
derstood, as with what case are we dealing here? It is in a unique case 
where after the slaughter, the blood was received in the cup and it only 
then spilled before it was sprinkled. 


And Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, holds in accordance with the 
opinion of his father, Rabbi Shimon, who stated a principle: The legal 
status of any blood that is about to be sprinkled and prepared for sprin- 
Kling is like that of blood that had already been sprinkled. Therefore, the 
loaves are consecrated when the blood is received in the vessel and there- 
by prepared to be sprinkled. They may not be eaten until the blood is 
actually sprinkled. 


It was taught in the Tosefta that they said in the name of Rabbi Elazar:" 
These loaves were entirely fit. As long as the loaves were placed there, the 
entire nation continued to eat leaven. When one of the loaves was taken 
away, the people knew that the time had come to place the leaven in 
abeyance, meaning that they neither eat nor burn their leaven. When 
both of the loaves were taken away, they all began burning their leaven. 


It was taught in a baraita that Abba Shaul says: 


Each...elevates [ma‘alin] without the other - xha m pn 
mt: Some versions of the Gemara read moalin, i.e., they are 


NOTES 


these acts performed alone does not permit the priests to eat it 
(Rabbeinu Hananel). 


subject to the prohibition against the misuse of consecrated 


property. According to this opinion, this means that either of 
these acts performed alone consecrates the offering to the ex- 
tent that one who derives benefit from it is considered to have 
misused consecrated property, despite the fact that each of 


They said in the name of Rabbi Elazar — 112% awhy D own: 
The formulation of this phrase indicates that this statement is not 
cited in support of Rabbi Yannai’s ruling, but it is an independent 
opinion (Maharam Halawa). 
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Two cows would plow" on the Mount of Olives on Passover eve. As 
long as both of them are plowing, the entire nation continues to eat 
leavened bread. When one of the cows is taken away, the people know 
that the time has come to place their leaven in abeyance, meaning that 
they neither eat nor burn it. When both of them were taken away, the 
entire nation began burning their leaven. 


MI S HN A Apropos the removal of leaven on Passover eve, 


including the consecrated loaves of thanks-offer- 
ings and teruma, the mishna cites a related halakha. Rabbi Hanina the 
deputy High Priest’ says: In all the days of the priests," they did not 
refrain from burning meat that became ritually impure by coming 
into contact with a secondary source of ritual impurity, i.e., an object 
that had come into contact with a primary source of impurity, together 
with meat that became ritually impure by contact with a primary 
source ofimpurity." They would do so even though they would there- 
by add a degree of impurity to the impurity of the first piece of meat, 
which was previously impure to a lesser degree. 


Rabbi Akiva added to the statement of Rabbi Hanina the deputy High 
Priest and said: In all the days of the priests, they did not refrain 
from lighting teruma oil that was ritually disqualified by coming into 
contact with one who immersed himself during that day and who 
does not become completely purified until nightfall in a lamp that 
became ritually impure with first-degree impurity through contact 
with one who became ritually impure with impurity imparted by a 
corpse. They did so even though they would thereby add impurity to 
the impurity of the oil. A person who immersed himself during that 
day assumes the status of second-degree ritual impurity. His contact 
renders the oil ritually impure with third-degree ritual impurity. The 
lamp with first-degree ritual impurity renders the oil ritually impure 
with second-degree impurity. 


Rabbi Meir said: From their statements we learned that one may 
burn ritually pure teruma with impure teruma when removing leaven 
on Passover eve. The rationale that applies to the two previous cases 
applies here as well. Since both items are being burned, one may disre- 
gard the fact that one item will assume a higher degree of ritual impu- 
rity in the process. Rabbi Yosei said: That is not the inference™ from 
which the halakha in the case of ritually pure and ritually impure teruma 
can be learned. In those first two cases, the two items are both ritually 
impure, albeit at different degrees of ritual impurity. Rabbi Meir is refer- 
ring to the combination of impure teruma with pure teruma, which 
would render pure teruma ritually impure. 


And in fact Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua, who disagree with 
regard to the burning of leavened teruma, nevertheless concede that 
one burns this ritually pure teruma by itself and that impure teruma by 
itself. With regard to what did they disagree? They disagreed with 
regard to whether one may burn teruma in abeyance, i.e., teruma whose 
purity is uncertain, and definitely impure teruma together, as Rabbi 
Eliezer says: This teruma in abeyance should be burned by itself, and 
that impure teruma should be burned by itself; and Rabbi Yehoshua 
says: In that case, both of them may be burned as one. 


HALAKHA 


Burning impure meat - xay Wa now: If a piece of meat be- 
came ritually impure through contact with a secondary source 


Hanina the deputy High Priest (see Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:6). 


of ritual impurity, which is an object that had come into contact 


with a primary source of impurity, the priests did not refrain from 
burning it with meat that became ritually impure through contact 
with a primary source of impurity. The priests did so even though 
they thereby added a degree of impurity to the impurity of the 
first piece of meat, which had previously been impure to a lesser 
degree. This statement is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 


That is not the inference — nyan Ky AK: One may not burn 
ritually pure leavened teruma with impure leavened teruma on 
Passover eve, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, as 
the halakha is ruled in accordance with his opinion in disputes 
with Rabbi Meir (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz 
UMatza 3:4). 


NOTES 


Two cows would plow — niwain wa niia AW: In the 
Jerusalem Talmud similar indicators are listed, eg., 
ighting two lamps or unfurling two sheets. With re- 
gard to the question how they could have plowed on 
Passover eve when the custom is not to perform labor 
see Tosafot), some explain that the Mount of Olives 
was not a field that needed plowing, and therefore 
his act involved no labor and was purely symbolic 
Maharam Halawa). 


n all the days of the priests — miw oman: This 
mishna is from tractate Eduyyot, which consists of the 
estimonies of various Sages with regard to accept- 
ed practices, based on either firsthand experience 
or other Sages’ opinions that were not universally 
nown. These testimonies were generally accepted, 
and the halakha was ruled accordingly. 


That is not the inference — nyan S71 AK: This is a 
echnical phrase used in legal expositions to note a 
ogical error in the process of arriving at a previously 
noted conclusion. It states that the method of deri- 
vation, e.g.„ an a fortiori inference or analogy, is not 
appropriate in this context. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Hanina the deputy High Priest — x30 727 
Da7 pD: Rabbi Hanina, or Hananya, the deputy 
High Priest, was one of the Sages who lived through 
the destruction of the Second Temple. He became 
a tanna while the Temple still stood and continued 
teaching after it was destroyed. According to one 
tradition, he was one of the ten martyrs killed by the 
Roman government in one of its infamous decrees 
after the destruction of the Temple. 

As indicated by his title, Rabbi Hanina held the 
prominent position of deputy High Priest. This meant 
he was active in leading the daily Temple service and 
was next in line to replace the High Priest in the event 
hat he was unable to serve due to illness or impurity. 
Rabbi Hanina apparently came from a very distin- 
guished family that maintained close relations with 
he house of the Nasi. 

Most of Rabbi Hanina’s statements concern issues 
hat relate to the Temple service, e.g., offerings or the 
halakhot of purity and impurity. One of Rabbi Hanina’s 
sons, known as Rabbi Shimon, son of the deputy, was 
also a tanna. 
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BACKGROUND 

Meat that became ritually impure by a secondary source of 
impurity — ARAWI Tma KAVY Was: A straightforward read- 
ing of the mishna indicates that according to Rabbi Hanina, it 
is permitted to transmit impurity to meat that became impure 
through contact with a secondary source of impurity, with meat 
that became impure through contact with a primary source of 
impurity. However, the Gemara points out that this would cause 
no change in the degree of impurity of the meat that became 
impure through contact with a secondary source of impurity, 
as it began with second-degree status, and contact with meat 
with first-degree impurity would similarly confer upon it second- 
degree status. 
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The Gemara answers that the meat that became impure through 
contact with a secondary source of impurity initially assumes 
third-degree ritual impurity status, and when it comes into con- 
tact with the other meat it assumes second-degree ritual impurity 
status. 


TMTMA KITIN NY 
apy) "ete m2 T PPY 
Jaw inwy amin bw 


Primary source of impurity 


Meat Secondary source of impurity First-degree 


impurity 


Secondary source of a secondary 
source of impurity 


Second-degree 
impurity 


Third-degree 
impurity 


Table of levels of impurity — ngawan niat: This chart delineates 
the primary framework of the halakhot of ritual purity and impu- 
rity. However, it is important to remember that numerous details 
do not appear in this table of general principles. 


Ultimate primary source of ritual impurity Corpse 


G E M ARA The Gemara analyzes the mishna’s first 


statement: Now consider, what is the sta- 
tus of meat that became ritually impure by coming into contact 
with a secondary source of impurity?” It assumes second-degree 
ritual impurity status. When one burns that meat together with 
meat that became ritually impure by coming into contact with a 
primary source of ritual impurity, what is the status of that first 
piece of meat? It assumes second-degree ritual impurity status. 
Meat that touches a primary source of impurity assumes first- 
degree ritual impurity status, which transmits second-degree im- 
purity to other meat.’ 


The Gemara continues: Since when the first piece of meat is placed 
next to the meat that came into contact with a primary source it 
assumes second-degree impurity, this is a case where the meat is 
with second-degree status, and through contact with the primary 
source it would assume second-degree status. In what sense is 
there a case of adding impurity to its impurity here? There is no 
change in the status of the first piece of meat at all. 


Rav Yehuda said: The above interpretation is incorrect, as here we 
are dealing with the secondary source of a secondary source of 
ritual impurity, i.e. meat that came in contact with second-degree 
ritual impurity. The statement in the mishna: That became ritually 
impure by coming into contact with a secondary source of ritual 
impurity, should not be understood as saying that it came into 
contact with meat with first-degree ritual impurity status, as in this 
case, the meat came into contact with meat with second-degree 
ritual impurity status and is impure with third-degree ritual impu- 
rity. And Rabbi Hanina the deputy High Priest maintains that it 
is permitted to render impure with second-degree impurity an 
object with third-degree ritual impurity by burning it with meat 
that came into contact with a primary source of ritual impurity. 


Renders anything susceptible to ritual impurity, 
i.e., a primary source of ritual impurity 


Primary source of ritual impuri i : ; 
y parity zav; dead creeping animal; animal carcass 


Any person or vessel that comes in contact with a corpse; leper; 


Confers first-degree ritual impurity status upon any person, vessel, 
or food item 


First-degree ritual impurity 
(secondary source of ritual impurity) 


A person, vessel, or food item that comes in contact with a primary 
source of ritual impurity, e.g., dead creeping animal; zav; animal 
carcass; etc. 


Confers second-degree ritual impurity status upon any foods or 
liquids; disqualifies non-sacred foods and liquids 


Second-degree ritual impurity 


Foods and liquids that come in contact with first-degree ritual 
impurity; one who immersed himself during that day; hands 


Confers third-degree ritual impurity status upon consecrated foods 
and liquids; disqualifies teruma 


Third-degree ritual impurity 
(applies only to teruma and consecrated items) 


Foods and liquids that come in contact with second-degree ritual 
impurity 


Teruma with this status is disqualified, and disqualifies consecrated 
foods and liquids 


Fourth-degree ritual impurity 


Consecrated foods and liquids that come in contact with third- 


Consecrated foods and liquids with this status are disqualified 


(applies only to consecrated items) 


degree ritual impurity 


Certain principles relating to the details of ritual purity and 
impurity must be added to this general outline. In the context 
of the halakhot of impurity, when the term disqualified is used, 
it means that the item in question is itself ritually impure; how- 
ever, that item cannot render other items impure. In contrast, 
when the term ritually impure is used as opposed to the term 
disqualified, the item in question can transmit its impurity to 
other items. 

The standard halakha is that the status of non-sacred foods 
is ritually impure when they have first-degree ritual impurity 
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status and their status is disqualified when they have second- 
degree status. Jeruma, which is of elevated sanctity, is disquali- 
fied even when it has third-degree status. Consecrated items, 
which have an even higher level of sanctity, are disqualified 
when they have fourth-degree status. There are additional lev- 
els of impurity, although they are not enumerated with the 
standard levels. During certain periods in Jewish history, there 
were groups who were especially vigilant in the fulfillment of 
mitzvot and were careful to eat their non-sacred foods accord- 
ing to the purity standards of teruma, i.e., they avoided having 


their food come in contact with second-degree ritual impurity. 
There were even those who were careful to eat their non-sacred 
foods according to the purity standards of consecrated items. 

Another principle in the halakhot of impurity is that food 
can render other food ritually impure only by means of liquids, 
which serve as conductors of ritual impurity. An additional 
rabbinic decree was added to this halakha: All impure liquids, 
regardless of their degree of impurity, will always have first- 
degree ritual impurity status. There are very few cases where 
this decree does not apply. 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: Isn’t there a principle that food does 

not transmit ritual impurity to other food, as it was taught in a 

baraita: I might have thought that food transmits impurity to 

other food; therefore, the verse states: “And if water is placed 

upon the seed, and any part ofa carcass falls upon it, it is impure” 
(Leviticus 11:38). The Sages derived from this verse: It, the food 

exposed to the source of impurity, is impure, but it does not render 

similar foods impure. Apparently, food does not transmit impurity 
to other food. 


This works out well according to the opinion of Abaye, who 

said: They taught this principle that food does not transmit ritual 

impurity to other food only with regard to non-sacred food; how- 
ever, with regard to teruma and consecrated food, food transmits 

impurity to other foods it touches, and it renders the teruma or 
consecrated food similar to it in terms of impurity. 


And this is also the case according to the opinion stated by Rav 
Adda bar Ahava in the name of Rava, who said: They taught this 
principle, that food does not transmit ritual impurity to other food, 
only with regard to non-sacred food and teruma; however, with 
regard to consecrated food, food transmits impurity to other foods 
it touches, and it renders the consecrated food similar to it in terms 
of impurity. According to this opinion, it works out well. As the 
mishna is dealing with a case of consecrated meat, impurity can be 
transmitted from one food item to another. 


However, this is not the case according to the opinion stated by 
Ravina in the name of Rava, who said: The Torah stated this 
principle in a categorical verse, without any exceptions, meaning 
it is no different with regard to non-sacred food, and it is no dif- 
ferent with regard to teruma, and it is no different with regard to 
consecrated food, as in all of these cases one type of food does not 
render other food similar to it in terms of impurity. According to 
this opinion, what can be said in terms of understanding the state- 
ment in the mishna: Even though they thereby add impurity to its 
impurity? 


The Gemara answers in defense of this opinion: With what are we 
dealing here? It is with a case where there are liquids with the 
meat when it comes into contact with the primary source of ritual 
impurity. Since the other piece of meat comes into contact with the 
liquid on that meat, it becomes impure due to contact with the 
liquid. Although food does not transmit impurity to food, liquid 
transmits impurity to food. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, this phrase: With meat that 
became ritually impure by contact with a primary source of im- 
purity, is imprecise. The tanna should have said: With meat and 
liquids, as the liquids are essential for the transmission of impurity. 
Rather, the Gemara explains: Although food does not transmit 
impurity to other food by Torah law, in any event, by rabbinic law, 
food transmits impurity to other food." The mishna is based on the 
rabbinic decree that food transmits impurity to other food. 


It was stated in the mishna that Rabbi Akiva added: In all the days 

of the priests, they did not refrain from lighting teruma oil that 

was ritually disqualified by coming into contact with one who im- 
mersed himself during that day, in a lamp that was rendered ritually 
impure with first-degree impurity through contact with one who 

became ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse. The 

Gemara asks: Now consider, what is the status of oil that was dis- 
qualified by one who immersed himself during that day? As one 

who immersed himself during that day assumes second-degree 

impurity, the oil that he touches assumes third-degree ritual impu- 
rity status. And when he lights it in a lamp that was rendered 

ritually impure through contact with one who became ritually 
impure with impurity imparted by a corpse, who has first-degree 

impurity status, what is the impurity status of the oil? It assumes 

second-degree ritual impurity status. 


HALAKHA 
Food transmits impurity to food - baix navn bain: 
Food does not transmit impurity to other food by Torah 
law; however, it does do so by rabbinic decree (Ram- 
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 7:1). 
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BACKGROUND 
Metal lamp - nama bw 2: 


Metal lamp from the talmudic period discovered in Beit She’an 


HALAKHA 


An impure lamp and oil — paw xay 53: One may light oil 
that was disqualified by contact with a person who im- 
mersed himself during that day and thereby assumed third- 
degree ritual impurity status, ina metal lamp that came into 
contact with one who is impure with impurity imparted by 
a corpse and who thereby assumed first-degree ritual im- 
purity status. This ruling is in accordance with Rabbi Akiva’s 
testimony and Rav Yehuda's ensuing explanation (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:6). 


Perek I 
Daf14 Amud b 


NOTES 


One who is slain with a sword - 311 don: With regard to 

the statement: The legal status of a metal sword is like that 
of one who is slain, the Arukh explains that if the verse had 

merely wanted to teach the basic halakha, it could have 

stated simply: One who is slain. By stating “one who is slain 

with a sword,” the verse teaches that the sword itself is ren- 
dered impure with a degree of impurity equal to that of a 

corpse. Some commentaries explain that since the subject of 
a sentence and its modifier can be reversed, the expression: 
One slain with a sword, can be interpreted hermeneuti- 
cally as though it read: The sword of one who is slain, i.e., a 

sword that kills a person, assumes the degree of impurity of 
a corpse (Rashash). 


Metal that touched a corpse - nna mwaa nam: There are 
different opinions with regard to this halakha. Some com- 
mentaries explain that any metal vessel other than a sword 
that touches a dead body is rendered a primary source of 
ritual impurity (Maharam Halawa). Others maintain that 
the legal status of metal and all other types of vessels, e.g., 
wooden or earthenware utensils, is similar with regard to 
their degree of impurity due to contact with a corpse (Ram- 
bam; Rashba). Yet others contend that earthenware vessels 
that come into contact with a corpse assume first-degree 
ritual impurity status, while other types of vessels that touch 
a corpse are rendered a primary source of impurity. Metal 
vessels, however, are rendered an ultimate primary source of 
impurity, like the corpse itself (Rabbeinu Tam). Some authori- 
ties suggest that this halakha applies only to a weapon used 
to kill a person. They explain that the Gemara is referring to 
a case where the lamp was used to kill someone (cited in 
Rabbeinu Hananel, based on the geonim). 
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Oil in a metal lamp — nana %23 aw: The diagram depicts 
how oil that was ritually impure with third-degree impurity 
assumes first-degree ritual impurity status through contact with 
a lamp that came into contact with a corpse. 
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If so, what is Rabbi Akiva teaching us by this halakha? This state- 
ment apparently teaches us that with regard to an object that is ritu- 
ally impure with third-degree impurity status, it is permitted to 
render it impure with second-degree impurity status. Yet this is the 
same halakha as that which was taught by Rabbi Hanina the depu- 
ty High Priest. What is novel about the halakha taught by Rabbi 
Akiva? Rav Yehuda said: Here, we are dealing with a metal lamp,’ 
which has a unique halakhic status." As the Merciful One states: 


“And whoever touches one who is slain with a sword" in the open 

field, or one who dies on his own, or a bone of a man, or a grave, 
shall be unclean seven days” (Numbers 19:16). The Sages derived 

from the phrase: One who is slain with a sword, that the legal status 

ofa metal sword in terms ofits degree of impurity is like that of one 

who is slain. Any metal vessel that becomes impure through contact 

with a corpse" assumes the impurity status of a corpse, the ultimate 

primary source of ritual impurity. The same is true with regard to a 

metal vessel that came into contact with a person or vessel that 

became impure with impurity imparted by a corpse. In that case the 

metal vessel assumes the impurity status of that person or vessel, 
and therefore, this metal lamp is a primary source of impurity. 
And yet Rabbi Akiva maintains that it is permitted to render this 

oil, which is impure with third-degree impurity, impure with first- 
degree impurity through contact with the metal lamp.’ 


The Gemara asks: And what impelled Rav Yehuda to establish the 
mishna as referring specifically to the case ofa metal lamp? Let him 
establish it as referring specifically to the case of an earthenware 
lamp. 


BACKGROUND 
Corpse Primary source of a primary 
source of impurity 
Lamp Primary source 
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And if so, what does Rabbi Akiva’s statement add? The Gemara 
answers: Whereas there, in Rabbi Hanina’s testimony, he is refer- 
ring to a case where one piece of ritually impure meat came into 
contact with another piece of impure meat, here, in Rabbi Akiva’s 
testimony, he is referring to a case where oil that is disqualified 
came into contact with a lamp with first-degree impurity status, 
rendering the oil impure." Oil with second-degree ritual impurity 
status disqualifies teruma, as teruma with third-degree ritual impu- 
rity status does not transmit ritual impurity to other teruma. In that 
case, the novelty in Rabbi Akiva’s statement is that a disqualified 
item is burned together with an impure item even though it is there- 
by rendered impure. 


Rava said: The mishna was difficult for Rav Yehuda: Why did 
the tanna specifically teach the case of a lamp that became ritu- 
ally impure with first-degree impurity through contact with one 
who became ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse? 
Let it teach that the lamp became impure by contact with a creep- 
ing animal, which is a much more common primary source of 
impurity. 


Rather, what is the substance with regard to which there is a dis- 
tinction between its impurity when exposed to impurity imparted 
by a corpse and its impurity when exposed to impurity imparted 
by a creeping animal? You must say that the substance is metal. A 
metal vessel that comes into contact with a creeping animal assumes 
first-degree ritual impurity status, whereas if it comes into contact 
with a person or a vessel that came into contact with a corpse, it 
becomes a primary source of impurity. 


Rava said: Learn from this statement that Rabbi Akiva holds: The 
ritual impurity of liquids with regard to transmitting impurity to 
other objects is by Torah law, contrary to those tanna’im who hold 
that liquids transmit impurity only by rabbinic decree. As, if it en- 
ters your mind that this type of impurity is by rabbinic law, now, 
this lamp, what effect does this lamp have on that oil? If it is to 
disqualify the oil itself, it is already disqualified from the outset. 
Rather, Rabbi Akiva evidently maintains that through contact with 
the lamp this oil becomes impure and transmits impurity to food 
by Torah law. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: From where do you know that this 
is Rabbi Akiva’s opinion? Perhaps Rabbi Akiva holds that through 
contact with the lamp, the oil will be able to transmit ritual impu- 
rity to other objects by rabbinic law. The Gemara rejects this sug- 
gestion: If the oil confers impurity by rabbinic law, why does 
Rabbi Akiva refer particularly to a case where the oil became im- 
pure by contact with a primary source ofimpurity? If Rabbi Akiva 
sought to cite an example of rabbinic impurity, he could have cited 
even a case where the oil came into contact with an object with 
first-degree impurity status, or an item with second-degree impu- 
rity status. By rabbinic law, in those cases too, the oil is impure with 
first-degree ritual impurity and transmits impurity to food. 


The Gemara cites the source for that halakha. As we learned in a 
mishna: Any item that disqualifies teruma," e.g., anything with 
second-degree ritual impurity status, transmits impurity to liquids, 
conferring upon them first-degree ritual impurity status. These 
liquids assume a higher degree of impurity than the item that 
rendered them impure. This rabbinic decree applies to anything 
with second-degree ritual impurity status except for one who was 
impure and immersed himself during that day" and the sun has 
not yet set. If such a person touches liquids, he does not confer upon 
them first-degree impurity status. Instead, that case conforms 
to the standard process of transmission of ritual impurity, and 
he confers upon them third-degree ritual impurity status and in- 
validates them." 


NOTES 


Disqualified and impure - xvi dips: Some commentaries 
maintain that there is no Torah prohibition against add- 
ing impurity to an already impure item. However, there is a 
prohibition against disqualifying items from their intended 
purpose in the performance of a mitzva, i.e., if the mitzva 
can be performed only with ritually pure items (Hazon Ish). 


One who immersed himself during that day - Di’ av: A 
unique set of halakhot applies to one who immersed himself 
during that day. Although he assumes second-degree ritual 
impurity status, he does not render teruma liquids impure. 
There are two different reasons for this leniency. First, the 
impurity of the one who immersed himself during that day 
is a weak form of impurity, as he has already immersed, and 
only a vestige of his former impurity remains. Therefore the 
Sages were not as stringent with him as they were with items 
with second-degree ritual impurity. Conversely, unlike other 
types of second-decree ritual impurity, the impurity of one 
who immersed himself during that day is by Torah law, and 
therefore the Sages did not deem it necessary to issue ad- 
ditional decrees with regard to his impurity (Rabbi Meir Arak). 


HALAKHA ————————— 
Any item that disqualifies teruma - manan nyg bpian ba: 
Any item that disqualifies teruma, i.e., an item with second- 
degree ritual impurity, renders liquid impure with first- 
degree impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot 
HaTumot 7:5). 


Liquid touched by one who immersed himself during 
that day - ov bay D72 yaw pwn: If one who immersed 
himself during that day touches teruma liquid, he does not 
render it impure with first-degree impurity. Instead, the 
liquid assumes third-degree ritual impurity status. This is 
a unique halakha that applies only to one who immersed 
himself during that day (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear 
Avot HaTumot 10:3). 


“DTS PID: PEREK I: 14B 


73 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 
A primary source of impurity by Torah law — nygawI AK 
NOTIN: See Rashi. Some commentaries maintain that certain 
primary sources of impurity are by rabbinic decree, such as the 
impurity of a beit haperas, a field in which there is a grave or a 
corpse that cannot be located, and the impurity of the land of the 
nations, i.e., all lands outside Eretz Yisrael (Tosafot). 
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NOTES 


From their statements - omama: In the Jerusalem Talmud it 
is stated that Rabbi Meir's inference is based on the statements 
of both Rabbi Hanina the deputy High Priest and Rabbi Akiva, 
which resolves the grammatical difficulty of the use of a plural 
phrase to refer to a statement by one Sage. Rabbi Meir refers to 
the statements of both Sages because Rabbi Akiva agrees with 
Rabbi Hanina’s statement and elaborates upon it. 


He may place it in a vulnerable place — AS1IAT Dipna maya: 
Some commentaries explain that with regard to teruma about 
which uncertainty developed as to its impurity, one need not 
place it in an exposed place, but one is permitted to do so. How- 
ever, others maintain that one should specifically place the bar- 
rel in a vulnerable place so that it will definitely contract ritual 
impurity, as it is improper to destroy teruma whose impurity is 
uncertain. In this case, it is preferable that the teruma be rendered 
definitely impure so that it can be destroyed (Rambam’s Com- 
mentary on the Mishna). Yet other authorities reach the same 
conclusion with a different rationale: They base their ruling on 
he principle that it is a mitzva to derive benefit from teruma, 
whether by eating pure teruma or by burning impure teruma. 
However, there is no permitted manner to derive benefit from 
teruma whose impurity is uncertain. Consequently, it is prefer- 
able for the teruma to be rendered impure so that benefit may 
be derived from it (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


Safeguarding teruma - man Naw: Since teruma is awarded 
o priests as a sacred gift, it must be treated appropriately and pro- 
ected so that it is neither lost nor destroyed. Everyone agrees that 
it is both permitted and proper for priests to derive benefit from 
impure teruma, provided there is no concern lest they unwittingly 
come to eat it. Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi Eliezer disagree only 
with regard to whether the priest must protect teruma whose 
impurity is uncertain, or whether he is not obligated to do so 
and the produce is treated as though it were definitely impure 
(see Rabbeinu Hananel). 
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The Gemara concludes: Rather, learn from the fact that Rabbi 
Akiva did not cite the example of oil that became impure 
through contact with an item with first or second-degree ritual 
impurity that Rabbi Akiva holds that the halakha that liquids 
transmit impurity to other items is by Torah law. 


It was taught in the mishna that Rabbi Meir said: From their 
statements we learned that one may burn ritually pure teruma 
with impure teruma when removing leaven on Passover eve. The 
Gemara asks: From whose statements was this conclusion in- 
ferred? Ifyou say that this conclusion is inferred from the state- 
ment of Rabbi Hanina, the deputy High Priest, is Rabbi 
Meir’s statement comparable to that case? There, Rabbi Hanina 
said that one may burn one ritually impure item and another 
ritually impure item together, whereas here, Rabbi Meir is 
referring to burning pure and impure teruma together. 


But rather, Rabbi Meir’s conclusion is inferred from the state- 
ment of Rabbi Akiva. Is it comparable to that case? There, 
Rabbi Akiva said that a disqualified item and an impure item 
may be burned together, whereas here, Rabbi Meir is referring 
to burning a pure item and an impure item together. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that Rabbi Meir maintains 
that the mishna is referring to an object that is a primary source 
of impurity by Torah law" and an object that is a secondary 
source of impurity by rabbinic law, which by Torah law is 
entirely pure. Since the teruma is pure by Torah law, the nov- 
elty of Rabbi Meir’s statement is that although by Torah law one 
of the foods is pure and the other is impure, due to the rabbinic 
decree of impurity, one may burn the two items together. 


And what did Rabbi Meir mean when he said: From their 
statements?’ He meant: From the statement of Rabbi Hanina 
the deputy High Priest. 


Reish Lakish said another explanation of the mishna in the 
name of bar Kappara: The case in the mishna is one involving 
a primary source of ritual impurity by Torah law and a 
secondary source of impurity by Torah law. And what did 
Rabbi Meir mean by the phrase: From their statements? He 
was not referring to the tanna’im in this mishna, but rather: 
From the statements of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua 
cited elsewhere. 


The Gemara asks: To which statement of Rabbi Yehoshua is 
Rabbi Meir referring? If you say he is referring to this statement 
of Rabbi Yehoshua, as we learned in a mishna: In the case ofa 
barrel of teruma produce with regard to which uncertainty 
developed with regard to its impurity, and which therefore may 
not be eaten, Rabbi Eliezer says that one must nevertheless 
safeguard the teruma from ritual impurity. Therefore, he main- 
tains: If the barrel was resting in a vulnerable place, where it 
may come into contact with impurity, one should place it in a 
concealed place, and if it was exposed, he should cover it. 


Rabbi Yehoshua says: That is not necessary. Rather, even if it 
was placed in a concealed place, he may place it in a vulner- 
able place" if he chooses. And if it was covered, he may expose 
it, as he need no longer safeguard this teruma from impurity." 
According to Rabbi Yehoshua, as teruma whose impurity status 
is uncertain, may be used only for lighting a fire, there is no re- 
quirement to prevent it from contact with ritual impurity. The 
same reasoning applies to pure leaven: One is not required to 
safeguard it from impurity in the process of its removal. 
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The Gemara rejects the comparison: Is this dispute with regard to 
the placement of doubtfully impure teruma comparable to the case 
of burning ritually pure and impure items together? There, Rabbi 
Yehoshua permits mere passive causation of impurity; however, he 
does not permit one to actively render teruma whose impurity status 
is uncertain, impure. Here, however, in the statement of Rabbi Meir, 
he actively renders leavened teruma impure with his hands. 


Rather, Rabbi Meir did not infer his opinion from that statement; 
instead, he inferred it from this other statement of Rabbi Yehoshua. 
As we learned in a mishna: With regard to a barrel of teruma wine 
that broke in the upper area of a winepress, where grapes are 
pressed, and there is impure, non-sacred wine in the lower area of 
the press,” where the wine flows from the upper area, the following 
dilemma arises: If the teruma wine flows into the non-sacred wine, 
the teruma will be rendered ritually impure. The result will be sig- 
nificant financial loss, as the legal status of all the wine in the lower 
press will be that of impure teruma, which is prohibited even for 
priests to drink. 


In that case, Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua concede that if 
one is able to rescue even a quarter-log from the barrel that broke 
by receiving the teruma wine in a vessel before it becomes impure, 
and thereby keep the wine in a state of ritual purity, he should 
rescue it. And if one cannot receive the wine in a pure vessel, as 
only impure vessels are available, such that ifhe uses them to receive 
the wine or to seal the upper press he will render the teruma impure, 
Rabbi Eliezer says: The teruma wine should be allowed to descend 
and become impure on its own, but one should not actively render 
it impure with his hand. Rabbi Yehoshua says:" One may even 
render it impure with his hand. Since it will become impure on its 
own regardless of his actions, there is no objection to rendering the 
teruma impure preemptively in order to prevent greater financial 
loss. Apparently, according to Rabbi Yehoshua, it is permitted to 
render an item impure if it will be lost in any case. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, that Rabbi Meir is referring to 
the above dispute, this expression: From their statements, is im- 
precise, as his ruling is not based on Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion at all. 
Instead, Rabbi Meir should have said: From his statement, as he 
learns his ruling solely from the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua. 


The Gemara answers that this is what Rabbi Meir is saying: We 
learned this ruling from the dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and 
Rabbi Yehoshua. Since the halakha is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehoshua, this is a substantive source. The Gemara 
comments: The language of the mishna is also precise, as the 
continuation of the mishna teaches: Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi 
Yehoshua concede. This indicates that Rabbi Meir is referring to 
their opinions. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from it that 
this is the correct interpretation of Rabbi Meir’s statement. 


And likewise, Rav Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: The 
case in the mishna is one involving a primary source of ritual 
impurity by Torah law and a secondary source of impurity by 
Torah law. And what is the meaning of the phrase: From their 
statements? It means from the statements of Rabbi Eliezer and 
Rabbi Yehoshua in the dispute cited above. 


Rava raised an objection to the opinion of Rav Nahman from the 
Tosefta that elaborates on the mishna. Rabbi Yosei said to Rabbi 
Meir: The inferred conclusion of burning pure and impure leaven 
together is not similar to the case from which you cited proof. 
When the Sages testified, about what did they testify? If your 
source is the testimony of Rabbi Hanina, the deputy High Priest, he 
testified about the meat that became ritually impure through 
contact with a secondary source of impurity, saying that one may 
burn it together with the meat that became impure through con- 
tact with a primary source of impurity. In that case, this meat is 
impure and that meat is similarly impure. 


BACKGROUND 
Upper and lower press — minna miy na: In the talmudic 
era these types of presses were typically carved into a rock into 
which grapes were placed and pressed. Between the upper 
press, where the grapes were pressed, and the lower press, 
where the wine was collected, there was a small pipe carved 
into the rock through which the liquid flowed. 


Upper and lower press 


NOTES 

Rabbi Yehoshua says, etc. — 131 Wai yim !37: Rabbi Ye- 
hoshua’s opinion is not actually stated in this mishna, which 
concludes with Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion. However, based on the 
mishnayot later in that chapter, it is clear that Rabbi Yehoshua 
disagrees with Rabbi Eliezer and contends that the prohibition 
against actively rendering teruma impure does not apply in this 
case. Consequently, his opinion is treated by the Gemara as the 
continuation of the mishna, despite the fact that it does not 
actually appear in the mishna (see the commentary of Rabbi 
Shimshon of Saens in tractate Terumot). 
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HALAKHA 
Burning different disqualified items - n9w 
piv Dha: One may burn piggul, notar, and im- 
pure sacrificial meat together, in accordance with 
the opinion of Beit Hillel, as the halakha is ruled in 
accordance with their opinion (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:5). 


NOTES 

Not in mind - mny3K wd: This answer, which ap- 
pears in several places, is used only when there is no 
other option. The reason that this resolution is a last 
resort is that it is based on the assumption that the 
two Sages involved in the dispute did not properly 
understand each other's opinion and that later Sages 
understood it better. In this case the conclusion is 
apparently justifiable due to the marked discrepancy 
between the beginning of the mishna and the proof 
based on the statements of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi 
Yehoshua. 
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Ifyour source is the testimony of Rabbi Akiva, he testified about teruma 
oil that was ritually disqualified by coming into contact with one who 
immersed himself during that day, saying that one may kindle it ina 
lamp that became ritually impure with first-degree impurity through 
contact with one who became ritually impure with impurity imparted 
by a corpse. That is a case where this oil is disqualified and that lamp 
is impure. We also concede with regard to teruma that became im- 
pure through contact with a secondary source of impurity that one 
may burn it with teruma that became impure through contact with a 
primary source of impurity. 


However, how will we burn teruma in abeyance, whose impurity status 
is uncertain, together with ritually impure teruma? Perhaps Elijah the 
Prophet will come and establish prophetically that the teruma is not 
ritually impure, and he will render it ritually pure. The legal status of 
teruma in abeyance is uncertain. How can one actively render it impure 
when it might ultimately be determined that it is pure? 


The Tosefta continues: Piggul is an offering disqualified by the improp- 
er intention during the performance of the four sacrificial rites to sacri- 
fice it or eat it after its appropriate time; and notar is the flesh of a sac- 
rifice that is left over beyond its allotted time. The Sages decreed ritual 
impurity on both, and both, as well as sacrificial meat deemed ritually 
impure by Torah law, may not be eaten and must be burned. Beit Sham- 
mai say: They may not be burned together, as in doing so the piggul 
and notar, which are impure by rabbinic law, will come into contact with 
meat impure by Torah law, adding impurity to their impurity. And Beit 
Hillel say: They may be burned together." 


The Gemara returns to the issue under discussion: And ifit enters your 
mind that Rabbi Meir is saying that he derives his opinion from the 
statement of Rabbi Yehoshua, why does Rabbi Yosei respond to him 
from the statement of Rabbi Hanina the deputy High Priest? Rav 
Nahman said to him: Rabbi Yosei did not have Rabbi Meir’s reasoning 
in mind," as he did not understand Rabbi Meir’s reasoning. As Rabbi 
Yosei maintains that Rabbi Meir is saying to him proof from the state- 
ment of Rabbi Hanina the deputy High Priest, and Rabbi Meir said 
to him: I am stating my proof from the statement of Rabbi Yehoshua. 


And Rabbi Yosei said to Rabbi Meir in response: And even according 
to Rabbi Yehoshua, that is not the inference from which the halakha 
of burning pure and impure leavened teruma together can be learned, 
as Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua concede that one should burn 
this meat by itself and that meat by itself, as stated in the mishna. From 
an analysis of the mishna and the Tosefta, it is possible to reconstruct 
the original dispute. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to the above statement: 
But why does Rabbi Yosei say: That is not the inference from which 
it can be learned? On the contrary, it is a perfectly legitimate inference. 
In both cases the dispute is the same: Is one permitted to actively render 
an object impure preemptively if it will ultimately be destroyed regard- 
less? 


The Gemara rejects this contention: The case there, of the broken bar- 
rel in the upper press, where according to Rabbi Yehoshua it is permit- 
ted to actively render the teruma impure, is different, as in that case 
there is the potential loss of non-sacred produce. If one does not 
render the teruma in the upper press impure by receiving it in impure 
vessels, it will flow down and render the impure, non-sacred wine 
in the lower press impure teruma. However, in the case of leaven, 
no loss will be incurred. Why, then, shouldn’t each teruma be burned 
independently? 
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Rav Yirmeya strongly objects to this claim: In the mishna, too, 
there is the loss of wood, as one requires additional wood to kindle 
a second fire and burn the impure teruma separately. A certain Elder 
said to him: With regard to this and similar issues, the Sages were 
concerned about a great loss; however, they were not concerned 
about the minimal loss of several pieces of wood. 


Rabbi Asi said that Rabbi Yohanan said: This dispute between 
Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yosei refers to the sixth hour, when leaven is 
prohibited by rabbinic decree. However, in the seventh hour, when 
leaven is prohibited by Torah law, everyone agrees that one may burn 
ritually pure leavened teruma together with impure leavened teruma." 


Rabbi Zeira said to Rabbi Asi: Let us say that Rabbi Yohanan main- 
tains that the mishna is referring to an object that is a primary source 

of impurity by Torah law and an object that is a secondary source 

of impurity by rabbinic law. And what is the meaning of Rabbi Meir’s 

statement: From their statements? He meant from the statement of 
Rabbi Hanina the deputy High Priest, as explained above. The dis- 
pute refers to a rabbinic prohibition, e.g., a secondary source of im- 
purity or the obligation to burn leaven during the sixth hour. In a case 

where the leaven is not yet prohibited by rabbinic law, e.g., in the 

fourth or fifth hour, even Rabbi Meir agrees that one may not burn 

ritually pure and impure teruma together. 


Rabbi Asi said to him: Yes, Rabbi Yohanan indeed interprets the 
mishna in this manner. It was also stated explicitly that this is the case, 
as Rabbi Yohanan said: The mishna is referring to an object that is 
a primary source of impurity by Torah law and an object that is a 
secondary source of impurity by rabbinic law. And what is the 
meaning of: From their statements? It means from the statement of 
Rabbi Hanina the deputy High Priest. And the dispute between 
Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yosei is with regard to the sixth hour, when 
leaven is prohibited by rabbinic law. However, everyone agrees that 
in the seventh hour one may burn them together, as both pieces of 
leavened teruma are prohibited by Torah law. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the end of the baraita supports 
Rabbi Yohanan’s assertion that even Rabbi Yosei agrees that it is 
permitted to burn together two objects prohibited by Torah law. As 
the baraita states with regard to piggul, notar, and ritually impure 
sacrificial meat that Beit Shammai say: They may not be burned 
together, and Beit Hillel say: They may be burned together. All of 
these items are prohibited by Torah law, and Rabbi Yosei would agree 
that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. 


The Gemara rejects this contention: It is different there, as piggul and 
notar are ritually impure by rabbinic law, and therefore Rabbi Yosei 
would agree that they may be burned together in that case. That is not 
true in the case of leaven in the seventh hour, which is not impure 
even by rabbinic law, although it is prohibited by Torah law. As we 
learned in a mishna: Piggul and notar, leftover sacrificial flesh, render 
one’s hands impure by rabbinic decree." 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the following baraita supports 
Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion: With regard to bread that became moldy" 
and is no longer fit for a person to eat, but a dog can still eat it, this 
bread can become impure with the ritual impurity of food ifit is the 
size of an egg-bulk, as it is still classified as food. Ifit is pure leavened 
teruma, it is burned with impure teruma on Passover eve. Since the 
moldy bread is no longer edible, it is not necessary to refrain from 
burning it together with impure items. Apparently, this is Rabbi 
Yosei’s opinion, as Rabbi Meir maintains that pure and impure teruma 
are burned together even if neither is moldy. Since Rabbi Yosei con- 
cedes in the case of moldy bread, the same should apply to leavened 
teruma after the seventh hour, which is prohibited by Torah law. 


The Gemara rejects this contention: It is different there, in the case 
of moldy bread, as it is for all intents and purposes mere dust," and 
its legal status is no longer that of food. 


HALAKHA 
Burning teruma in the sixth and the seventh hours — 
yawn wwa mann naw: Once the seventh hour has ar- 
rived on Passover eve one may burn pure leavened teruma 
together with impure leavened teruma, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Kesef Mishne; Lehem Mishne; 
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 3:4). 


NOTES 

Piggul and notar render. . impure - pava nid iva: The 
Sages occasionally issued degrees imposing ritual impurity 
with the aim of distancing people from certain objects. 
Sometimes the impurity is designed to ensure that people 
will be careful in their treatment of sacred objects, e.g., sa- 
cred writings. In other cases it is a safeguard to prevent a 
person from keeping a prohibited item in his possession, as 
in the case of piggul and notar. 


Bread that became moldy — nwa’yw nam: The ritual im- 
purity of foods takes effect only on food that is edible for 
people. Consequently, moldy bread cannot become ritually 
impure. However, if impure bread became moldy, it remains 
impure until it completely loses its food status, i.e., when it 
is no longer fit to be eaten even by a dog. 


As it is mere dust - xnbya soy: The fact that bread is 
moldy does not au omatically Tender it mere dust. Given 
that this bread can still be eaten by a dog, it retains some 
value. However, in this case the Gemara is speaking about 
teruma, which may not be given to a dog due to its sanctity. 
Since it is too moldy to be eaten by a person, this bread is 
indeed considered mere dust (Yefe Einayim). 
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HALAKHA 
Ritual impurity of liquids — ppa ngaw: Liquids do 
not transmit impurity to other items by Torah law but 
by rabbinic decree, as is evident from the discussions 
in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear 
Avot HaTumot 7:1). 


Perek | 
Daf16 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


Uncertainty whether or not a liquid has become 
ritually impure - Kaob Ppwi pap: In a case of an 
uncertainty whether a liquid itself has been rendered 
ritually impure, its presumptive status is impure. If the 
issue is whether the liquid has transmitted impurity 
to another object, it is pure, in accordance with the 
unattributed mishna in tractate Teharot (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 1477). 
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The Gemara asks: If so, that Rabbi Meir’s proof is based on the state- 
ment of Rabbi Hanina the deputy High Priest, why does the mishna 
mention that Rabbi Eliezer concedes to Rabbi Yehoshua? The Gemara 
explains that this is what Rabbi Yosei is saying to Rabbi Meir: Even 
according to Rabbi Yehoshua, who rules leniently in this case, when 
he rules leniently it is with regard to burning teruma in abeyance to- 
gether with impure teruma; however, with regard to burning pure 
teruma and impure teruma together, no, he does not permit doing so. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, that Rabbi Meir’s proof is based on 
the statement of Rabbi Hanina the deputy High Priest, why did Rabbi 
Yosei say: That is not the inference from which it can be learned? On 
the contrary, it is a perfectly legitimate inference. According to Rabbi 
Meir, pure teruma is prohibited during the sixth hour by rabbinic law. 
Just as Rabbi Hanina holds that one may actively transmit impurity to 
an object that is impure by rabbinic law by burning it together with an 
object that is impure by Torah law, so too, according to Rabbi Meir one 
may transmit impurity to an item prohibited by rabbinic law by burning 
it together with an item that is impure by Torah law. 


Rabbi Yirmeya said: Here, the mishna is referring to meat that became 
ritually impure through contact with a secondary source of impurity 
by means of liquids that became impure due to contact with a creep- 
ing animal and thereby assumed second-degree ritual impurity. And 
Rabbi Meir conforms to his standard line of reasoning, and Rabbi 
Yosei conforms to his standard line of reasoning. 


Rabbi Meir conforms to his standard line of reasoning with regard to 
this issue, as he said: The ritual impurity of liquids" with regard to 
transmitting impurity to other objects is by rabbinic law. The meat 
that became impure through contact with a secondary source of impu- 
rity is in fact entirely pure by Torah law. Therefore, he learns from the 
mishna that it is permitted to burn pure and impure items together. 


And Rabbi Yosei conforms to his standard line of reasoning, as he said: 
The ritual impurity of liquids with regard to transmitting impurity to 
other objects is by Torah law. Accordingly, the meat that Rabbi Hanina 
the deputy High Priest referred to in the mishna was impure by Torah 
law. Therefore, this case cannot serve as a precedent for the claim that 
it is permitted to burn pure and impure teruma together on Passover 
eve. As it was taught in a baraita: 


If there is uncertainty whether or not a certain liquid has become 

ritually impure," it is presumed impure. It is an uncertainty with regard 

to Torah law, and the halakha is stringent in such cases. However, if the 

uncertainty is with regard to rendering other items impure, they are 

pure, as liquids transmit impurity by rabbinic law, and the halakha is 

lenient with regard to uncertainties of that kind. These are the state- 
ments of Rabbi Meir, and Rabbi Elazar would say likewise in accor- 
dance with his statements. Rabbi Yehuda says: When there is uncer- 
tainty with regard to these liquids, the item is impure in all cases, even 

in terms of transmitting impurity to other items, as he maintains that 

the impurity of liquids is by Torah law. 


Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon say: In cases of uncertainty as to 
whether or not these liquids transmitted impurity to foods, the ruling 
is that the foods are impure, in accordance with the principle that when 
there is uncertainty in cases of Torah law, the halakha is stringent. Rab- 
bi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon maintain that liquids transmit impurity to 
food by Torah law. However, when there is uncertainty as to whether 
or not these liquids transmitted impurity to vessels, the halakha is le- 
nient, and they are pure. Even Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon concede 
that liquids transmit impurity to vessels only by rabbinic law. This 
baraita clearly indicates that Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yosei indeed dispute 
whether or not the impurity of liquids applies by Torah law. 
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With regard to the Tosefta, the Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Elazar 

maintain that liquids have ritual impurity by Torah law at all? Wasn't 

it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Elazar says: There is no impurity for 
liquids at all by Torah law. Know that this is so, as Yosei ben Yo’ezer® 

of Tzereida testified about the grasshopper called eil kamtza that it is 

kosher" and may be eaten; and he testified about liquids in the slaugh- 
terhouse in the Temple that they were ritually pure," as there was no 

decree of impurity issued with regard to them. The fact that these liq- 
uids are ritually pure indicates that by Torah law liquids cannot transmit 

impurity at all. Instead, that type of impurity is by rabbinic law, and 

rabbinic decrees of impurity were not in effect in the Temple. 


The Gemara adds: This works out well according to the opinion of 
Shmuel, who said that in this context the term ritually pure means 
that they do not transmit impurity to other items; however, they 
themselves can become impure. If that is Rabbi Elazar’s opinion, he 
indeed holds in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Meir that 
liquids transmit impurity by rabbinic law but themselves become im- 
pure by Torah law, as stated in the baraita above. However, according 
to Rav, who said that Yosei ben Yo’ezer holds that the liquids are actu- 
ally ritually pure and they themselves cannot be rendered impure, 
what can be said? According to Rav, Rabbi Elazar maintains that there 
is no impurity at all by Torah law with regard to liquids. In what sense 
does he hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who said 
that liquids themselves can become impure by Torah law? 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: When the baraita said that Rabbi 
Elazar agreed with Rabbi Meir, it was with regard to one of Rabbi 
Meir’s opinions. Rabbi Elazar agrees with Rabbi Meir that in a case 
where there is uncertainty with regard to rendering other items impure, 
they are pure, as liquids transmit impurity by rabbinic law. However, 
Rabbi Elazar maintains that the impurity of liquids themselves is also 
not by Torah law, and therefore in a case of uncertainty with regard to 
impurity of the liquids themselves, the ruling is that they are pure. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But isn’t the baraita saying: And Rabbi 

Elazar would say in accordance with Rabbi Meir’s statements," in the 

plural, indicating that the points of agreement are many? And further- 
more, the baraita is teaching: Likewise. This term also indicates that 

Rabbi Elazar agrees completely with Rabbi Meir. Since no resolution 

was found for this contradiction, the Gemara concludes that it is indeed 

difficult to understand the baraita according to Rav. 


After citing the testimony of Yosei ben Yo’ezer and the associated amo- 
raic dispute, the Gemara analyzes the matter itself. Rav said: Yosei ben 
Yo’ezer said that the liquids in the Temple are actually ritually pure 
and neither become impure nor transmit impurity. And Shmuel said 
that the liquids are ritually pure in the sense that they do not transmit 
impurity to other items; however, they themselves can become im- 
pure. The Gemara elaborates: Rav said that liquids are actually pure, 
as he maintains that the ritual impurity of liquids is by rabbinic law, 
and when the Sages issued this decree they did so only with regard to 
ordinary liquids. However, with regard to the liquids of the slaughter- 
house in the Temple, they did not issue the decree. 


PERSONALITIES 


Yosei ben Yo'ezer — “wi? }3 "D1: Yosei ben Yo'ezer of Tzereida is 
one of the earliest known Sages. These early Sages were not called 
Rabbi or Rabban, and it was stated in that regard: Greater than a 
title is their name. Yosei ben Yo'ezer and his colleague Yosei ben 
Yohanan of Jerusalem studied under Antigonus of Sokho. They 
were the first group of pairs (see tractate Avot, ch. 1), with Yosei 
ben Yoezer serving as the Nasi of the Sanhedrin. These were also 
the first Sages between whom there is a recorded dispute, which 
laid the groundwork for disagreements between Beit Shammai 
and Beit Hillel in subsequent generations. 

Based on the midrash, it is known that Yosei ben Yo'ezer lived 


during the period of the decrees of Antiochus Epiphanes. His 
nephew, Yakum of Tzerorot, was one of the heads of a group of 
extreme Hellenistic Jews; some suggest that he is the Alcimus 
mentioned in the book of Maccabees. According to the midrash, 
Yosei ben Yo'ezer was killed during the persecutions of that era, 
and the Sages eulogized him with the statement: The men of 
eshkolot ceased. That term is explained as an acronym for ish she- 
hakol bo, literally: A man in whom there is everything. After Yosei 
ben Yoezer there were no more men who possessed outstanding 
character traits, great Torah knowledge, fear of transgression, and 
kindness. 


NOTES 


Eil kamtza is kosher — 137 *¥1P Sox: There are four 
types of grasshoppers that may be eaten according to 
the Torah: Arbe, solam, hargol, and hagav. Although the 
Torah provided indicators to identify the kosher species, 
the Sages maintain that these indicators apply only to 
certain kinds of grasshoppers. In practice one may eat 
only an insect with regard to which there is a tradition 
that its species is kosher. It was therefore necessary for 
Yosei ben Yo'ezer to testify that this particular grasshop- 
per may be eaten. 

Many researchers identify the eil kamtza as the slant- 
faced grasshopper know scientifically as Acrida bicolor. 
This grasshopper has antennae that are shaped like 
horns, hence its name, eil Kamtza, which literally means 
grasshopper ram. There is a certain problem with this 
since the horns of a ram are generally curved while the 
horns of goats are straight, as are the antennae of the 
slant-faced grasshopper. It is possible that the term ayil, 
generally used to refer to a male sheep, may be used to 
refer to a male goat as well. 


Alpine ibex, a species of wild goat 


But isn’t the baraita saying, in accordance with Rabbi 
Meir’s statements, etc. — 13) mI xm: Some com- 
mentaries suggest that Rabbi Elazar agrees with Rabbi 
eir with regard to the accepted practice, but he does 
not agree with the principle that there is no impurity of 
iquids by Torah law. Rather, Rabbi Elazar maintains that 
although the impurity of liquids is by rabbinic decree, 
he Sages decreed impurity on liquids even in a case 
where their impurity is uncertain. This explanation ac- 
counts for the fact that the Tosefta was not formulated: 
These are the statements of Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Elazar, 
but instead their opinions were listed separately (Rabbi 
David Pardo). 


HALAKHA 


The purity of liquids in the slaughterhouse - nyny 
snay ma pwn : The blood and water of the slaugh- 
terhouse in the Temple courtyard are entirely pure, i.e., 
they neither contract nor transfer ritual impurity, in ac- 
cordance with the testimony of Yosei ben Yo'ezer (Ram- 
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 10:16). 
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———————_ NOTES 
Did Shmuel say, etc. - ^d) Dnw ‘vars 7a: Why is this 
question asked specifically of Shmuel? Shouldn't it be 
inquired of Rabbi Meir himself, who maintains that the 


liquids transmit impurity by rabbinic law? Some com- 


mentaries suggest that perhaps Rabbi Meir stated his 
position only with regard to non-sacred liquids, but with 
regard to consecrated liquids he concedes that anything 
that can become impure also transmits impurity by Torah 
law. Consequently, the verse cited as proof in the Gemara 
does not contradict his opinion (Rashash). 


This is called impure, etc. — 131 KAY I) NT: Some 
commentaries add that the Torah invariably characterizes 


the impurity of liquids as disqualified, rather than impure, 


which indicates that liquids do not transmit impurity to 
other objects (Rabbi David Pardo). 
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And the Gemara elaborates on the opinion of Shmuel: Shmuel said 
that the liquids are ritually pure in the sense that they do not trans- 
mit impurity to other items; however, they themselves can become 
impure, as Shmuel maintains that the ritual impurity of liquids 
themselves is by Torah law, whereas their capacity to transmit im- 
purity to other objects is by rabbinic law. And when the Sages is- 
sued this decree, they did so only with regard to ordinary liquids. 
However, with regard to the liquids of the slaughterhouse in the 
Temple they did not issue the decree. And when Shmuel said that 
the Sages did not issue their decree with regard to the liquids of the 
slaughterhouse, he meant that they did not do so with regard to their 
capacity to transmit impurity to other items; however, as far as their 
own impurity is concerned, they become impure like other liquids. 


Rav Huna bar Hinnana said to his son: When you enter before Rav 
Pappa, raise the following contradiction before him: Did Shmuel 
actually say" that the liquids are ritually pure in the sense that they 
do not transmit impurity to other items but they themselves are 
susceptible to impurity? Is there anything that by Torah law can itself 
become impure but does not transmit impurity to other items? Read 
here a verse that clearly states that any item that is itself impure, in- 
cluding liquids, transmits impurity to other items: “And the flesh 
that touches anything impure shall not be eaten; it shall be burnt 
in fire” (Leviticus 7:19). 


Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi, said: The legal status of liquids is just 
as it is in the case of fourth-degree ritual impurity in a consecrated 
item, with regard to which everyone agrees that it becomes impure 
but does not transmit impurity to other items. Rav Ashi strongly 
objects to this contention: How is it possible to compare these two 
cases? Fourth-degree impurity in a consecrated item is not called 
impure; it is disqualified. However, this liquid is called impure." 
Therefore, the two halakhot are not comparable. No resolution is 


found for this contradiction, and the Gemara concludes that it is 
indeed difficult. 


The Gemara cites several sources to decide the dispute between the 
tanna’im and between Rav and Shmuel with regard to whether or not 
the impurity of liquids is by Torah law. Come and hear: “And all 
drink that may be drunk in any vessel shall be impure” (Leviticus 
11:34). This verse clearly indicates that liquids can become impure. 
The Gemara rejects this contention: What is the meaning of the term: 
Shall be impure, in this context? It means that the liquid renders 
produce susceptible to ritual impurity. 


The Gemara retorts: Does it in fact mean that the liquid renders 
produce susceptible to ritual impurity? That cannot be as you already 
learned that from the beginning of this verse: “From all food that 
may be eaten, on which water has come shall be impure” (Leviticus 
11:34.). The Gemara answers: Nevertheless, the second part of the 
verse is also necessary: One part of the verse, the latter part, is refer- 
ring to water detached from its source, in vessels, and one part, the 
former part, is referring to water still attached to its source in the 
ground. 


And both derivations are necessary, as neither halakha could have 
been derived from the other. As, had the Torah taught us only about 
the halakha of water detached from its source, one might have 
thought that this water renders food susceptible to ritual impurity 
due to the fact that he ascribed significance to the water by drawing 
it from its source. However, with regard to water still attached to its 
source, say that it does not render food susceptible to ritual impurity. 


And had the Torah taught only the halakha of water still attached to 
its source, one might have thought that due to the fact that it stands 
in its place this water is significant; however, with regard to water 
detached from its source, say no, it does not render food susceptible 
to ritual impurity, as it is disconnected from its source. It was there- 
fore necessary for the Torah to mention both cases. 
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The Gemara cites another proof. Come and hear: “However, a 
spring or a cistern, a gathering of water shall be pure, but he who 
touches their carcass shall be impure” (Leviticus 11:36). It can be 
inferred from this verse that all water can be rendered impure, with 
the exception of spring water and water in a cistern, which are in the 
ground. The Gemara rejects this contention: What is the meaning 
of the phrase: “Shall be pure”? This phrase means that one who 
immerses in this water is purified from his ritual impurity, and does 
not refer to the impurity of liquids at all. 


The Gemara stated that both water detached from its source and 
water still attached to its source render food susceptible to ritual 
impurity. The Gemara asks: And does water detached from its 
source render food susceptible to contract impurity? Didn’t Rab- 
bi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, say: With regard to the liquids of 
the slaughterhouse in the Temple, not only are they pure, but 
neither do they render produce susceptible to ritual impurity?" 
Apparently, water detached from its source does not render food 
susceptible to impurity by Torah law. The fact that the Sages sus- 
pend the capacity of certain liquids to render produce susceptible 
to impurity indicates that the fact that water removed from its 
source renders food susceptible to impurity must be by rabbinic 
decree. Otherwise, that capability could not have been suspended 
in the Temple. 


The Gemara rejects this contention: Explain this statement as refer- 
ring to blood. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina was not referring 

to all liquids in the Temple, but only to blood. As Rabbi Hiyya bar 

Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: From where is it derived with 

regard to blood of consecrated offerings that it does not render 

produce susceptible to impurity?" As it is stated: “You shall surely 

not eat the blood; you shall pour it upon the earth like water” 
(Deuteronomy 12:16). The Sages derived from this verse: Blood that 

is poured like water, i.e., blood from a non-sacred domesticated 

animal that pours out when it is slaughtered and is not received in 

a vessel as sacrificial blood assumes the legal status of water and 

renders produce susceptible to ritual impurity. 


Conversely, blood that is not poured out like water but is received 
in a vessel to be sprinkled on the altar does not render produce 
susceptible to contract impurity.” Rav Shmuel bar Ami strongly 
objects to this: There is the blood squeezed from an animal" after 
slaughter once the initial spurt of blood has concluded, which is 
poured like water, as it is unfit for sprinkling upon the altar. And 
nevertheless, this blood does not render produce susceptible to 
impurity. 


Rabbi Zeira said to him: Leave aside the blood squeezed after the 
initial spurt, which is an exceptional case, as even from non-sacred 
animals it does not render produce susceptible to ritual impurity 
either. With regard to the halakha that blood renders produce 
susceptible to ritual impurity, the legal status of blood squeezed 
after the initial spurt is not that of blood at all. 


The Gemara comments: Rav Shmuel bar Ami accepted this state- 
ment from Rabbi Zeira and cited a verse that supports it. As the 
Merciful One states: “Only be strong not to eat the blood; for 
the blood is the soul” (Deuteronomy 12:23). This verse indicates: 
Blood with regard to which the soul leaves the body when it 
is spilled is called blood; however, blood with regard to which 
the soul does not leave the body when it is spilled, but which is 
squeezed out afterward, is not called blood. 


HALAKHA 
Susceptibility to impurity with liquids in the 
slaughterhouse — navn ma pna mwas: Unlike 
other liquids, the liquids of the Temple slaughterhouse 
do not render foods susceptible to impurity, in accor- 
dance with the statement of Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 10:16). 


Susceptibility to impurity with the blood of consecrat- 
ed offerings - Dw? 0713 mW: The blood of offerings 
does not render food susceptible to become impure, as 
its legal status is not that of a liquid at all in this regard 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 10:16 and 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:10). 


NOTES 


Blood that...does not render produce susceptible 
to impurity - Ww ixw...07: The halakha that liquid 
renders produce susceptible to impurity is stated explic- 
itly in the Torah with regard to water. The Sages applied 
this halakha to other liquids by means of a verbal analogy. 
In all, seven liquids render produce susceptible to ritual 
impurity: Wine, honey, oil, milk, dew, blood, and water. 
There are exceptions with regard to each of these liquids, 
because the halakha is based on the Torah edict derived 
through the verbal analogy and not on a logical rationale. 


HALAKHA 


Blood squeezed from an animal — myam7 D: An ani- 
mal’s blood that is squeezed out after the initial spurt 
of blood has concluded and the animal has died does 
not render food susceptible to impurity (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 10:3). 
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The Gemara cites an additional proof that the impurity of liquids is by 
Torah law. Come and hear: With regard to blood that became ritually 
impure, and a priest sprinkled it on the altar, the following distinction 
applies: Ifhe did so unwittingly, the offering is accepted. Ifhe sprinkled 
the blood intentionally, the offering is not accepted. Apparently, blood 
becomes ritually impure by Torah law, even if it does not transmit im- 
purity to other items. The Gemara rejects this contention: This impu- 
rity is by rabbinic law, and this ruling is not in accordance with Rav’s 
explanation of the opinion of Rabbi Yosei ben Yo’ezer of Tzereida, as 
he maintains that sacrificial blood does not become impure at all. 


The Gemara cites a proof from another mishna. Come and hear: For 
what does the frontplate of the High Priest atone" and thereby allow 
the blood of the offering to be sprinkled? It atones for the blood, and 
for the meat, and for the fat that became impure, whether one caused 
it to become impure unwittingly or intentionally, whether due to 
circumstances beyond his control or willfully, and whether it is the 
offering of an individual or that ofa community. Apparently, the blood 
of an offering can become impure. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: The mishna is referring to blood that is 
impure by rabbinic law, and here too, it is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Yosei ben Yo’ezer of Tzereida, who says that consecrated 
blood does not become impure at all. 


The Gemara cites an additional proof: Come and hear another verse 
written about the frontplate: “And it shall be upon Aaron’s forehead, and 
Aaron shall bear the sin committed with the consecrated objects, 
which the children of Israel shall hallow, even all their sacred gifts; and 
it shall be always upon his forehead, that they may be accepted before 
God” (Exodus 28:38). 


And the Sages expounded: Which sin does it bear? If you say it atones 

for the sin of piggul, an offering disqualified by the intention to sacrifice 

or eat the offering after the permitted time, it is already stated: “And if 
it is eaten at all on the third day, it is piggul; it shall not be accepted” 
(Leviticus 19:7). If you say it atones for notar, i.e., meat of an offering left 

after the time that one was permitted to eat it, it is already stated: “And 

if any of the flesh of the sacrifice of his peace-offerings is eaten on the 

third day, it shall not be accepted, neither shall it be credited to he who 

offered it” (Leviticus 7:18). 


Evidently, the frontplate bears only the sin of impurity in the offering 
of an individual, as in some circumstances, impurity was exempted 
from its general prohibition on behalf of the community." It was per- 
mitted to sacrifice communal offerings in the Temple in a state of impu- 
rity. What, does this not apply to impure blood as well? Apparently, 
blood can also become impure. Rav Pappa said: No, the reference is 
not to impure blood but to the impurity of handfuls of flour separated 
by the priest from a meal-offering. The handful of flour renders the meal- 
offering permitted to be eaten by the priests, parallel to the blood of an 
animal offering. 


The Gemara cites an additional proof. Come and hear that which was 
said to the prophet Haggai: “Thus said the Lord of Hosts: Ask now the 
priests with regard to the Torah, saying: If a person bears hallowed 
flesh" in the corner of his garment, and with his garment he touches 
bread, or stew, or wine, or oil, or any food, shall it be sacred? And the 
priests answered and said: No” (Haggai 2:1-12). This question is asked 
with regard to the flesh of a creeping animal and whether or not the 
substances that come into contact with it become impure. 


NOTES 


If a person bears hallowed flesh — wtp Wa wx Kw j: These 
he book of Haggai describe halakhic questions 
the prophet Haggai asked the priests of his time. The Gemara pro- 
vides several explanations for these inquiries. Some commentaries 
suggest that these questions are a metaphor for prophecy, while 
esting the priests’ knowl- 


verses from 


others say that Haggai was actually 


edge of the halakhot. According to the Gemara's explanation 
the questions referred to matters of ritual purity and impurity, 
the verses should be explained as follows: The hallowed flesh 


here is not actually consecrated meat but a dead creeping ani- 
mal, as the term hallowed is sometimes used in reference to any- 
thing that must be avoided and not touched (see Deuteronomy 
22:9). The person in this example is carrying the dead creeping 
animal in his garment, not in his hand, as he does not want to 
become impure by touching it. This explanation is based on the 
halakha in tractate Eiruvin that a priest who finds a dead creep- 
ing animal in the Temple should remove it in his belt from the 
holy area (Arukh). 
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And Rav said: The priests erred in this regard, as those substances are 
actually impure. This source indicates that along with the meat," the stew, 
wine, and oil, which are liquids, also become ritually impure. The Ge- 
mara rejects this proof. This difficulty is reasonable only according to 
Rav, and Rav teaches that the testimony of Yosei ben Yoezer was that 
the liquids of the slaughterhouse, blood and water associated with the 
slaughter of offerings, do not become ritually impure. However, Rav 
agrees that the liquids of the chamber of the altar, wine and oil that 
accompany the offering on the altar, can become impure. The rabbinic 
decree that liquids can become impure is not in effect with regard to the 
liquids of the Temple slaughterhouse, but it is in effect with regard to 
the liquids offered on the altar. Therefore, the liquids listed by Haggai 
can become impure and transmit impurity by rabbinic law. 


Apropos Rav’s statement with regard to Haggai’s exchange with the 
priests," the Gemara discusses the matter itself. Rav said: The priests 
erred, as they should have said the oil is rendered impure. And Shmuel 
said: The priests did not err. 


The Gemara elaborates: Rav said that the priests erred, as Haggai raised 
the dilemma before them whether or not consecrated items become 
impure with fourth-degree ritual impurity. The question in the verse 
pertains to the following case: One is carrying a dead creeping animal 
in the corner of his garment and bread comes into contact with it, confer- 
ring upon the bread first-degree ritual impurity status; and stew comes 
in contact with the bread, conferring upon the stew second-degree rit- 
ual impurity status; and wine comes in contact with the stew, conferring 
upon the wine third-degree ritual impurity status; and oil comes into 
contact with the wine. The question is: In that case, does the wine con- 
fer upon the oil fourth-degree ritual impurity? And when the priests 
said to him that it is pure, they erred. In fact, the oil is disqualified with 
fourth-degree ritual impurity, because it is a consecrated item. 


And Shmuel said: The priests did not err, as Haggai raised the di- 
lemma before them whether or not consecrated items become impure 
with fifth-degree ritual impurity. According to Shmuel’s explanation, the 
case is as follows: The corner of the garment comes into contact with a 
dead creeping animal, conferring upon the garment first-degree ritual 
impurity status; bread comes into contact with the garment, conferring 
upon the bread second-degree ritual impurity status; stew comes in 
contact with the bread, conferring upon the stew third-degree ritual 
impurity status; and wine comes in contact with the stew, conferring 
upon the wine fourth-degree ritual impurity status; and oil comes into 
contact with the wine. In that case, does the wine confer upon the oil 
fifth-degree ritual impurity? And the priests correctly said to him that 
the oil is pure. 


The Gemara analyzes this dispute: Granted, according to the opinion 
of Rav, that is the reason that it is four items that are written in the 
dilemma raised in the verse: Bread, stew, wine, and oil, as the dilemma 
pertains to fourth-degree ritual impurity. However, according to 
Shmuel, from where does he learn that the dilemma involves five items? 


The Gemara explains Shmuel’s opinion. Is it written in the verse: And 

its corner touched the bread, indicating that the primary source of 
impurity that was in the corner of the garment touched the bread? It is 

actually written in the verse: “And it touched the corner of his gar- 
ment,” meaning the bread came into contact with that which touched 

the primary source of ritual impurity that was in the corner of his gar- 
ment. The bread came into contact with the corner of the garment, not 
with the primary source of impurity itself. Accordingly, the garment 
assumes first-degree ritual impurity status, which confers upon the bread 
second-degree ritual impurity status, which confers upon the stew third- 
degree ritual impurity status, which confers upon the wine fourth-de- 
gree ritual impurity status. Since the wine cannot confer fifth-degree 

ritual impurity status upon the oil, the oil remains pure. 


NOTES 


Consecrated meat — wip wwa: Rav Hai Gaon maintains 
that the prophet's question indeed referred to consecrat- 
ed meat and not to a dead creeping animal. The question 
is whether or not consecrated meat can become ritually 
impure through contact with stew and oil that became 
impure from contact with another source. 


Haggai’s exchange with the priests — oats) am nbxw: 
The verses clearly indicate that Haggai’s question referred 
to the basic halakha by Torah law, as the verse introduces 
his question with the phrase: “Ask now the priests with 
regard to the Torah, saying” (Haggai 2:11). However, there 
are differences of opinion with regard to the content 
of the question. In the Jerusalem Talmud, tractate Sota, 
other opinions are cited apart from those mentioned 
here. For example, Rabbi Yohanan contends that this 
question was asked before the Sages issued their decree 
that a consecrated object can assume fourth-degree 
ritual impurity status. Therefore, the priests were correct 
when they answered that it was not impure. According 
to Rabbi Abba bar Kahana, the priests were experts on 
impurity imparted by moving certain impure objects, 
which is by Torah law, but not with regard to impurity 
conferred by indirect contact, which is by rabbinic law. 
Another opinion cited there is that the question was with 
regard the possibility of fifth-degree ritual impurity for 
consecrated items. 
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NOTES 
As if they sacrificed offerings in a state of impurity - tea 
agaw wp: In the Jerusalem Talmud it is similarly ex- 
plained that Haggai wanted the priests to answer: Impure, 
so that he could respond: So is all the work of your hands. 


HALAKHA 


Consecrated liquids — wtp »pwia: Yosei ben Yo'ezer’s tes- 
timony with regard to the purity of liquids applies only to 
blood and water, the liquids of the Temple slaughterhouse, in 
accordance with Rav’s interpretation of his statement (Ram- 
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 10:16). 
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The Gemara cites proof from the subsequent verse. Come and hear: 

“And Haggai said: If one who is impure with impurity imparted by 
a corpse touches any of these, shall he be impure? And the priests 
answered and said: He shall be impure” (Haggai 2:13). Granted, 
according to Shmuel, from the fact that here, with regard to a dead 
creeping animal, the priests did not err, as Shmuel maintains that the 
dilemma was with regard to fifth-degree ritual impurity, there too 
they did not err. However, according to Rav, what is different here, 
concerning the impurity of a creeping animal, such that the priests 
erred, and what is different there, with regard to impurity imparted 
bya corpse, such that they did not err? 


Rav Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: The priests of Haggai’s 
era were experts with regard to the severe ritual impurity imparted 
by a corpse, as they knew that the impurity of a dead body confers 
upon a consecrated item fourth-degree ritual impurity status. How- 
ever, they were not experts with regard to the lesser impurity of a 
creeping animal. 


Ravina said that the distinction between the cases is different. There, 
the first dilemma addressed fourth-degree ritual impurity, whereas 
here, the dilemma addressed third-degree ritual impurity. Haggai’s 
second dilemma does not begin with contact with an item that came 
into contact with a corpse; rather, it begins with contact with the 
corpse itself. Since a corpse is the ultimate primary source of impu- 
rity, the fourth item is impure with third-degree ritual impurity. The 
priests knew that halakha. 


Come and hear a resolution to this matter from the next verse: “And 
Haggai answered and said: So is this people, and so is this nation 
before me, said God; and so is all the work of their hands; and that 
which they offer there is impure” (Haggai 2:14). Granted, according 
to the opinion of Rav that the priests erred, that is the reason that it 
is written: “That which they offer there is impure,’ as the priests’ lack 
of familiarity with the halakhot of impurity increase the likelihood 
that all of their Temple service is ritually impure. However, according 
to Shmuel, why does the verse say that their offerings are ritually 
impure? 


The Gemara answers: According to Shmuel, this is not a statement. 
Rather, the verse is a rhetorical question expressing bewilderment: 
Is all the Temple service of the priests really impure? Apparently, they 
are familiar with the halakhot of impurity. The Gemara raises a diffi- 
culty: Butisn’t it written in that verse: “And so is all the work of their 
hands,’ which is a statement, not a question? Mar Zutra, and some 
say it was Rav Ashi, said: Since they corrupted their deeds by sin- 
ning in general, the verse ascribes to them wrongdoing as if they 
sacrificed offerings in a state of impurity." 


Apropos the two versions of Yosei ben Yoezer’s testimony that the 
liquids in the Temple are ritually pure, the Gemara addresses the 
matter itself. Rav teaches that Yosei ben Yo'ezer spoke of the liquids 
of the slaughterhouse, blood and water, and Levi taught that this 
halakha applies to the liquids of the altar, which include the wine of 
libations and oil of meal-offerings in addition to blood and water." 


The Gemara comments: According to the opinion of Levi, this works 
out well ifhe holds in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel, who 
said that Yosei ben Yoezer testified that the liquids are ritually pure 
in the sense that they do not transmit impurity to other items but 
they themselves can become impure. In that case, you can find a 
scenario for Haggai’s second question; all the substances mentioned 
made contact with an object with first-degree ritual impurity status. 
Levi can explain that the prophet’s dilemma is not in a case where the 
different items came into contact with each other, as he is of the 
opinion that liquids do not transmit impurity. Rather, the stew, wine, 
and oil each came in contact with an object with first-degree impu- 
rity, in accordance with Shmuel’s opinion that consecrated liquids 
themselves can become impure. Accordingly, the priests answered 
that these objects are impure. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


van pi ANNT ay > rap x NYX 


et see 


jaya ab yap oe xa bread) 
nwo bax NTIN ma pwn HT 
yd] — NOW PINK KIM 2 
- by KI won pay sot KIT 
ow PIY 


PN ant bs Wh rap ne by 
KYTIN PR KA - ETIT +3 
"2 vend nw box worn pay 

= KYI ID PIY by pyay sb 


2D IMD NAN ITT PINI NAN 
PUN pe) DT : obs MIMD KAN 
OVW NITA 9D pw DM 
wen? piv - yb yim Daa 

PRV- D953 paT yna 


POR oh 1B WT N WONT PD 
pippa Kby PInay x enaa 
D293 KAVI wiv = x) xo 
ying wn wy, xhiyind poxim 

R83 [ITM 


K? aap 937 NP “TIPS NT 
pp wIBRY g- FBT DIS 


PVD OMT DTI AT MMY KAA 
pa D33 PINUDI ra 
py - yp wa 


However, if Levi holds in accordance with the opinion of Rav that 
the liquids are actually ritually pure, under what circumstances 
can a scenario in which wine and oil, liquids offered on the altar, can 
become ritually impure be found? Rather, perforce you must say 
that he holds in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel with regard 
to the meaning of the term pure in this context. 


The Gemara continues: And according to Shmuel, this works out 
well if he holds in accordance with the opinion of Rav, who taught 
that the decree to which Yosei ben Yo’ezer testified was issued with 
regard to the liquids of the slaughterhouse, but the other liquids 
of the altar transmit impurity as well. If that is Shmuel’s opinion he 
can explain Haggai’s dilemma, as it is only an item with fourth- 
degree impurity status that does not render another item impure 
with fifth-degree ritual impurity. However, an item with third-degree 
impurity status renders another item impure with fourth-degree 
ritual impurity. 


However, if he holds in accordance with the opinion of Levi, who 
taught that the liquids of the altar, including wine and oil, do not 
transmit impurity, why does Haggai specifically state that a liquid 
with fourth-degree impurity status does not render another liquid 
impure with fifth-degree ritual impurity? Even if these liquids had 
first or second degree ritual impurity status, they do not render an- 
other item impure with second- and third-degree ritual impurity, as 
Levi maintains that consecrated liquids do not transmit impurity at 
all. Rather, perforce he holds in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
with regard to the object of Yosei ben Yo'ezer’s decree. 


The Gemara cites a source in support of each version, as it was taught 
in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rav, and it was taught 
in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Levi. The Gemara 
elaborates: It was taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion 
of Levi: With regard to the blood, the wine, the oil, and the water, 
in the case of all liquids of the altar that became ritually impure 
inside the Temple and one took them outside, they are pure in the 
sense that they do not transmit impurity to other objects. This is 
because when they were within the Temple confines that more strin- 
gent form of impurity did not take effect. However, if they became 
impure outside the Temple and one took them inside the Temple, 
they are impure even in terms of transmitting impurity to other 
items, as they too retain their prior level of impurity. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Is that so? Didn’t Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Levi say: With regard to the liquids of the altar, the Sages said 
they are ritually pure only in their place. What, does this statement 
not come to exclude liquids that became impure inside the Temple 
and one took them outside, as in that case once they left the Temple 
they would be retroactively impure in terms of transmitting impu- 
rity? This contradicts the Gemara’s previous assertion. The Gemara 
responds: No, the statement comes to exclude liquids that became 
impure outside the Temple and one brought them inside. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Didn’t Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi say: 
In their place, indicating that these liquids are pure in terms of 
transmitting impurity only if they remain inside the Temple? The 
Gemara answers that this is what Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi is saying: 
The Sages said they are pure only with regard to those liquids that 
became impure in their place, not with regard to those that became 
impure elsewhere and were brought into the Temple. In any case, the 
language of the baraita clearly indicates that the legal status of wine 
and oil is like that of other sacred liquids, in accordance with the 
opinion of Levi. 


And it was taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rav: 
The blood and the water, the liquids of the slaughterhouse, that 
became ritually impure, whether they were in vessels or on the 
ground, are pure. 
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NOTES 

Deriving from a halakha transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai - abana sua: The authority of a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai is equivalent to one 
explicitly written in the Torah. A law of this type might 
even supersede the plain meaning of a verse, or it can 
instruct as to the manner in which a mitzva in the 
Torah is to be performed. However, one of the main 
differences between halakhot written in the Torah 
and those that are transmitted to Moses from Sinai is 
that written halakhot can serve as paradigms for other 
halakhot, whereas halakhot transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai cannot serve that purpose, as each halakha of this 
type is unique. 


What difference is there to me if the liquids are in 
vessels and what difference is there to me if the 
liquids are in the ground - yppa » m Dba2 b ma: 


According to Rabbeinu Hananel’s version of the text, 


the difficulty raised by the Gemara does not remain 
difficult. Instead, the ensuing statement of Rav Pappa 
answers the question about the difference between 
water in vessels and water in the ground: By Torah law, 
a quarter-log of water in the ground cannot become 
impure, as it has the legal status of a ritual bath. Other 
commentaries explain that this case involves less than 
a quarter-log of water. Although this amount of water 
does not have the capacity to purify as a ritual bath 
by Torah law, there is a tradition transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai that it does not become ritually impure in 
the Temple (Rabbi Meir Arak). 


It is difficult — x»: Some commentaries explain this 
as follows: Although according to Rabbi Shimon, and 


perhaps Rabbi Elazar as well, Yosei ben Yo'ezer's state- 
ment is not a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. 


Itis still possible that Rabbi Yehuda agrees that there is 
indeed a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai that 
liquids in the Temple are ritually pure, despite the fact 
that Rabbi Yehuda maintains that in general, liquids 
can become impure by Torah law (Rabbi David Pardo). 


HALAKHA 
Taught this only with regard to water - xx ww x 
ov: With regard to the halakhot of ritual purity and 
impurity, the distinction between liquids in vessels and 
liquids in the ground applies only to water. This ruling 
is in accordance with Rav Pappa’s statement (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 15:5). 
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Rabban Shimon says: If the liquids were in vessels, they are ritually 
impure; however, if they were in the ground, they are ritually pure, 
as explained below. 


Rav Pappa said: Even according to the one who says that in general 
the ritual impurity of liquids is by Torah law, the purity of the liq- 
uids of the Temple slaughterhouse is a halakha transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai, which the Sages learned through tradition. Rav Huna, 
son of Rav Natan, said to Rav Pappa: But with regard to that which 
Rabbi Eliezer said: There is no impurity for liquids at all by Torah 
law, know that this is so, as Yosei ben Yo’ezer of Tzereida testified 
about liquids in the slaughterhouse in the Temple that they were 
ritually pure. This statement indicates that liquids become impure 
only by rabbinic decree, a decree that is not in effect in the Temple. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Natan, continued: And if they learned the 
ritual purity of liquids of the slaughterhouse as a halakha transmitted 
to Moses from Sinai through tradition, do we derive other halakhot 
from it?" There is a principle that one cannot derive halakhic princi- 
ples from halakhot transmitted to Moses from Sinai. How, then, could 
Rabbi Eliezer cite this halakha as a proof for his opinion? 


Furthermore, Ravina said to Rav Ashi, also in rejection of Rav Pappa’s 
statement: Isn’t it Rabbi Shimon, who said that in general the ritual 
impurity of liquids is by Torah law? As it was taught in a baraita that 
Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon say: With regard to vessels that came 
into contact with impure liquid, the vessels are pure, as by Torah law 
liquids do not transmit impurity to vessels. However, with regard to 
foods that came into contact with impure liquid, the foods are impure, 
as by Torah law liquids transmit impurity to foods. 


Ravina continues: And yet here, with regard to the liquids in the 
Temple, Rabban Shimon said: Liquids in vessels are ritually impure, 
and liquids in the ground are pure. And if you say that the purity 
of the liquids of the Temple slaughterhouse is a halakha transmitted 
to Moses from Sinai, what difference is there to me if the liquids are 
in vessels and what difference is there to me if the liquids are in 
the ground?" If there is an accepted halakhic tradition that ritual 
impurity does not apply to these liquids, there should be no difference 
whether the liquid is in vessels or in the ground. The Gemara 
comments: Indeed, it is difficult’ according to Rav Pappa’s opinion. 


Rav Pappa said: That which you said, that the liquids in the Temple 
are ritually pure when in the ground, the Sages taught this halakha 
only with regard to water," but with regard to blood, no, it does not 
apply. According to Rabbi Shimon, blood can become impure even 
in the ground. 


And even with regard to water, we said that it is ritually pure only 
when it is a quarter-log, which is a suitable measure in which to im- 
merse needles and hooks. By Torah law, a quarter-log of water col- 
lected in one place can serve as a ritual bath in which one can immerse 

objects that can be completely immersed in that amount of water. 
Because it has the status of a ritual bath, it too does not become ritu- 
ally impure. Although the Sages decreed that one should not immerse 

vessels in a quarter-log of water, the water is pure by Torah law. There- 
fore, the Sages did not extend their decree to this measure of water 
inside the Temple. However, if the water is less than a quarter-log, it 
is ritually impure even in the ground, as that water cannot be used as 

a ritual bath. 


The Master said in the baraita cited above, with regard to uncertainty 
about contact with impure liquids, that Rabbi Yehuda says: They 
are impure in all cases. The Gemara asks: Is that to say that Rabbi 
Yehuda maintains that the impurity of liquids in terms of their 
capability to transmit impurity to vessels is by Torah law? 
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But didn’t we learn in a mishna: With regard to all vessels that have an 
exterior that can be used and an interior" that serves as a receptacle, 
such as cushions, blankets, sacks, and leather grain sacks, if the inte- 
rior of one of these vessels became ritually impure, its exterior is im- 
pure as well. However, if its exterior became impure, its interior is not 
impure, because the primary use of these vessels is as a receptacle. 


Rabbi Yehuda said: In what case is this statement said? It is in a case 
where the vessels became impure due to contact with impure liquids. 
However, if they became impure due to contact with a creeping animal, 
then ifthe interior became impure the exterior is impure, and likewise, 
if the exterior became impure the interior is also impure. 


The Gemara explains the difficulty posed by Rabbi Yehuda’s statement 
in this mishna: And if it enters your mind that the ritual impurity of 
liquids with regard to their capacity to transmit impurity to vessels is 
by Torah law, what difference is there to me if the vessel is rendered 
impure due to liquids, and what difference is there to me if the vessel 
is rendered impure due to a creeping animal? Rather, Rabbi Yehuda 
maintains that the impurity of liquids is by rabbinic law, and the Sages 
distinguished between the impurity of the exterior and interior of a ves- 
sel to distinguish between impurity by Torah law and impurity by rab- 
binic law and prevent the burning of teruma that is impure with impu- 
rity by rabbinic law. Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: Rabbi Yehuda 
retracted his previous statement in the baraita and accepted the ruling 
that the impurity of liquids is only by rabbinic decree. 


Ravina said: Actually, it is possible that Rabbi Yehuda did not retract 
his previous statement, as this case, where he distinguishes between 
impurity on the interior and the exterior of vessels, was stated with regard 
to liquids that come to a state of impurity due to contact with impure 
hands that did not undergo ritual washing. Unwashed hands are impure 
by rabbinic decree, and therefore the impurity of such liquid is likewise 
rabbinic. Conversely, that case, where the impurity of liquids is by Torah 
law, was stated with regard to liquids that come to a state of impurity 
due to contact with a creeping animal. As that impurity is by Torah law, 
no distinction is made between the interior and exterior of vessels. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, instead of teaching: In what case 
is this statement said? In a case where the vessels were rendered impure 
due to contact with liquids, as opposed to the other case in which the 
vessels became impure due to contact with creeping animals, let him 
distinguish and teach the distinction within the case itself: In what case 
is this statement said? It is in a case where these vessels became impure 
by contact with liquids that come to a state of impurity due to contact 
with impure hands. However, in a case where these vessels became 
impure by contact with liquids that come to a state of impurity due 
to contact with a creeping animal, if the interior became impure, 
the exterior is impure, and ifthe exterior became impure, the interior 
is likewise impure. Rather, the Gemara rejects Ravina’s explanation 
and states that it is clear as we initially answered, that Rabbi Yehuda 
retracted his previous ruling. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Was it only from his ruling with 

regard to liquids that transmitted ritual impurity to vessels by Torah law 
that Rabbi Yehuda retracted his opinion, but with regard to foods he 

still holds in accordance with the opinions of Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi 

Shimon, that liquids transmit impurity to foods by Torah law? Or per- 
haps he completely retracted his previous opinion, and Rabbi Yehuda 

in fact holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who rules 

that there is no Torah basis for the impurity of liquids. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Come and hear a resolution to this di- 
lemma from a mishna: With regard to a cow that drank purification 
waters" in which the ashes of the red heifer were mixed and which were 
to be sprinkled on one who was ritually impure with impurity imparted 
by a corpse, and the cow was slaughtered before it digested the water, its 
flesh is impure due to contact with this water. Pure items that come in 
contact with the purification waters become impure, as derived from a 


verse. Rabbi Yehuda says: 


HALAKHA 

All vessels that have...an interior - a ww ods 
‘Jin: With regard to concave vessels, i.e., ones that 
can hold liquids, if they became ritually impure on 
their exterior, their interior remains pure. If their 
interior becomes impure, the entire vessel is im- 
pure. If the vessel became impure due to contact 
with a creeping animal, the whole vessel is impure, 
whether it contracted impurity on its interior or 
its exterior. This ruling is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in the mishna, as it is a 
general rule that when Rabbi Yehuda says: In what 
case is this statement said, he is explaining the 
previous opinion rather than disputing it, and his 
explanation is accepted as halakha (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 28:1). 
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Shall be impure. ..shall render impure — Kaw xow: Rabbi 
Akiva's interpretation is not based solely on the fact that the 
words yitma and yetamme are spelled identically. Rather, it 
also takes into account the similarity of meanings between 
yitma and yetamme. Rabbi Akiva apparently distinguishes 
between the two meanings based on the varying tenses 
of the verb in the simple conjugation. The past-tense verb 
tameh, became impure, which is always passive, means 
that a given object became impure due to another object. 
However, the verb yitma in the future tense, which in this 
case is actually the continuous present tense, connotes 
a more active form, as it underscores the severity of the 
object's impurity, indicating that its impurity can be trans- 
ferred to other items. 
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The purification waters are nullified in its innards and do not 
impurify the meat of the cow. And if it enters your mind that it 
was from his ruling with regard to liquids transmitting impurity 
to vessels by Torah law that Rabbi Yehuda retracted his opinion, 
but with regard to foods he holds in accordance with the opin- 
ions of Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon that liquids transmit 
ritual impurity to food by Torah law, why does he say that the 
purification waters are nullified in its innards entirely and no 
longer transfer impurity at all? 


The Gemara elaborates: Although these waters do not transmit 
a severe form of ritual impurity to a person or vessel that comes 
into contact with them, in any event let them transmit a lesser 
form of impurity to food that comes into contact with them. 
Rabbi Yehuda’s ruling with regard to the purification waters indi- 
cates that he retracted his previous opinion entirely and he main- 
tains that there is no impurity of liquids by Torah law at all. Since 
this impurity is by rabbinic law, the Sages did not extend their 
decree to the uncommon circumstance of the purification waters. 


The Gemara rejects this contention: What, too, is the meaning 
of Rabbi Yehuda’s phrase: They are nullified in its innards? It 
means that they are nullified only from a severe form of impurity. 
However, according to Rabbi Yehuda, the purification waters 
transmit a lesser form of impurity. This proves by inference that 
the first tanna maintains that the purification waters also trans- 
mit a severe form of impurity to people and vessels. This is a 
problematic conclusion, as the first tanna teaches: Its flesh is 
impure, which clearly indicates that its flesh alone is impure, 
whereas the purification waters swallowed by the cow do not 
transmit impurity to people or vessels. The result is that according 
to this approach, there is no difference between the opinions of 
Rabbi Yehuda and the first tanna. 


The Gemara answers: The entire mishna is in accordance with the 

opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and the mishna is incomplete and is 

teaching the following: With regard to a cow that drank the 

purification waters, its flesh is impure. In what case is this state- 
ment said? It is said with regard to a lesser form of impurity, but 

with regard to a severe form of purity, no, its flesh is not impure, 
as Rabbi Yehuda says: The waters are nullified in its innards and 

their status is no longer that of purification waters. Instead, their 
impurity is by rabbinic law, like any other liquid. 


Rav Ashi said: Actually, it is possible to explain that the waters 
are nullified in its innards entirely from any type of impurity, as 
this issue is unrelated to the question of whether the impurity of 
liquids is by Torah law or rabbinic law. Rather, this halakha is due 
to the fact that purification waters become a foul liquid when 
ingested, and the principle is that offensive liquid can neither be 
rendered impure itself nor transfer impurity to other items. 


It was taught in the baraita about uncertainty as to the impurity 
of liquids that Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon say: With regard 
to foods that came into contact with impure liquid, the foods 
are impure. However, with regard to vessels that came into con- 
tact with impure liquid, the vessels are pure. Rabba bar bar Hana 
said that Reish Lakish said: Rabbi Yosei said this halakha in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, his teacher, who 
interpreted the term yitma, which is an intransitive verb in the 
simple conjugation meaning: It shall be impure, as though it were 
written yetamme, a transitive verb in the intensive conjugation 
meaning: It shall render impure, i.e., it transmits impurity to 
other items." 
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As we learned in a mishna: On that day," when they appointed Rab- 
bi Elazar ben Azarya the Nasi, Rabbi Akiva taught: “And every earth- 
enware vessel into which any of them falls, whatever is in it shall be 

impure [yitma], and you shall break it” (Leviticus 11:33). The verse 

does not say: It is impure [tameh]; rather, it says: It shall be impure 

[yitma], indicating that an item in an impure earthenware vessel 

transmits impurity to other items. This verse teaches about a loaf 
with second-degree ritual impurity status," i.e., ritual impurity im- 
parted through contact with a vessel impurified by a creeping animal, 
that the loaf renders other items impure with third-degree ritual 
impurity, even non-sacred items. 


The Gemara inquires: And here, with regard to the ritual impurity of 
liquids, how does Rabbi Yosei interpret the verses? The Gemara cites 
the verse: “From all food which may be eaten, upon which water has 
come, shall be impure; and all drink that may be drunk in every 
vessel, shall be impure [yitma ]” (Leviticus 11:34). Rabbi Yosei inter- 
prets the end of the verse as: Shall render impure [yetamme], indicat- 
ing that liquid also transmits impurity to foods. The Gemara dis- 
cusses this derivation: Do you say that this expression teaches that 
liquid transmits ritual impurity to foods, or perhaps the verse is 
teaching only that it transmits impurity to other liquids, but not to 
food? You said in response: That was not the correct interpretation." 


The Gemara wonders about the unusual expression. What is the 
meaning of the phrase: That was not the correct interpretation? How 
can this difficulty be dismissed so easily? Rav Pappa said: It means 
that we did not find any case of ritual impurity that renders a simi- 
lar item impure. Therefore, it must be that the verse teaches that this 
liquid transmits impurity to food. 


Ravina said: From an analysis of the verse itself you also cannot say 
that the term: Shall be impure, means that the liquid transmits ritu- 
al impurity only to liquids. As, if it enters your mind to say that the 

term: Shall be impure, in the latter portion of the verse means that 
it transmits ritual impurity only to liquids, then the term: Shall be 

impure, in the first portion of the verse, in reference to food, should 

also mean that it transmits ritual impurity only to liquids. And if 
that is so, let the verse combine the two cases and write them to- 
gether as follows: From all food which may be eaten, upon which 

water has come, and all drink that may be drunk in every vessel, 
shall be impure. 


Ravina concludes his proof: Why do I need the term: Shall be impure, 
twice? Rather, it must be that the term: Shall be impure, in the first 
portion of the verse teaches that food transmits ritual impurity to 
liquids, while the term: Shall be impure, in the latter portion of the 
verse teaches that liquid transmits ritual impurity to food. 


The Gemara asks: And say that the term teaches that liquid transmits 

ritual impurity to vessels. The Gemara rejects this contention: And 

isn’t it an a fortiori inference? Just as an impure vessel, which trans- 
mits impurity to liquid that comes into contact with it, nevertheless 

does not transmit impurity to another vessel, so too, liquids that 

come to a state of impurity due to contact with a vessel, is it not right 

that they should not transmit impurity to vessels? 


The Gemara suggests: And say that when liquids do not transmit 
ritual impurity to a vessel, that is in the case of liquids that come to 
a state of impurity due to contact with an impure vessel, as the vessel 
itself does not transmit impurity to another vessel. However, with 
regard to liquids that come to a state ofimpurity due to contact with 
a creeping animal, a more severe form of impurity, indeed, they 
should transmit impurity even to vessels. The Gemara rejects this 
contention: Are liquids that come to a state of impurity due to con- 
tact with a creeping animal stated explicitly in the Torah? The impure 
liquids mentioned in the verse became impure by contact with a 
vessel that came into contact with a dead creeping animal. 


NOTES 


On that day - 513 j3: In the Mishna this phrase gener- 
ally refers to the day on which Rabban Gamliel was re- 
moved from the position of Nasi and replaced by Rabbi 
Elazar ben Azarya (Berakhot 27a). On that day the Sages 
abrogated several of the demanding requirements 
established by Rabban Gamliel for entry into the study 
hall. This move led to a more wide-ranging debate and 
the introduction of previously unheard opinions and 
novel halakhic interpretations. In tractate Eduyyot these 
opinions are called testimonies and introduced with 
the phrase: On that day it was taught. 


A loaf with second-degree ritual impurity status - 
9 23: The Gemara chooses to teach the example of a 
loaf because the verse deals with earthenware vessels 
and ovens, and the most common item baked in an 
oven is a loaf of bread (Rashi). 


That was not the correct interpretation - 13 x 
mm: This expression is sometimes used in halakhic 
midrash to reject the previous contention. Often the 
Gemara leaves the rejection unexplained. However, 
the expression typically indicates that the previous 
statement, question, or derivation is unjustified due 
to the fact that it cannot withstand logical scrutiny or 
careful analysis. 
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NOTES 


It is sufficient [dayyo] for the conclusion that emerged 
from the a fortiori inference to be like the source of the 
inference - }1733 nnd pita x2) ot: This halakhic principle, 
referred to in shorthand as dayyo, restricts the conclusion 
that may be derived from an a fortiori inference. It prevents 
establishing limitless leniencies or stringencies from an a for- 
tiori inference by creating parameters for its implementation. 
Dayyo is an extension of another principle: If you grasped 
the maximum, you did not grasp the proper interpreta- 
tion; if you grasped the minimum, you grasped the proper 
interpretation. The principle of dayyo establishes that an a 
fortiori inference teaches in the following manner: Just as X 
is more stringent than Y with regard to point A, X is no less 
stringent than Y with regard to point B. It does not teach: 
Just as X is more stringent than Y with regard to point A, X is 
similarly more stringent than Y with regard to point B. If that 
were the case, there would be no limits to the conclusion 
derived from the inference. 
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The Gemara asks: And doesn’t the impurity of liquids that came 
into contact with a creeping animal come from an a fortiori infer- 
ence: Just as liquids that come to a state of impurity due to 
contact with a vessel, which itself became impure due to contact 
with a creeping animal, transmit impurity, with regard to liquids 
that come to a state of impurity due to contact with a creeping 
animal, all the more so is it not clear that they transmit impurity 
to a vessel? 


The Gemara answers: Since the basic halakha of these liquids is 
derived by means of an a fortiori inference, no stringencies are 
added to it, in accordance with the principle: It is sufficient 
[dayyo] for the conclusion that emerged from the a fortiori infer- 
ence to be like the source of the inference." In other words, a 
halakha derived by means of an a fortiori inference is no more 
stringent that the source from which it is derived. In this case, 
liquid that became impure through contact with a creeping animal 
transmits impurity to the same extent that liquid that became 
impure through contact with a vessel does. 


The Gemara asks: How does Rabbi Akiva interpret the term: 
Shall be impure, in the first portion of the verse: “From all 

food which may be eaten, upon which water has come, shall be 

impure” (Leviticus 11:34)? He interprets the term: Shall be im- 
pure, as: Shall render impure. Food transmits ritual impurity to 

liquids. Do you say that the term teaches that food transmits 

impurity to liquids, or perhaps the term teaches only that food 

transmits impurity to a vessel? 


The Gemara answers: You can say an a fortiori inference that 
negates this possibility: Just as liquid, which transmits impurity 
to food, does not transmit impurity to a vessel, with regard to 
food, which does not transmit impurity to food, is it not right 
that it should not transmit impurity to a vessel? If so, how then 
do I establish the meaning of the term: Shall be impure, which 
in this context indicates that food impurifies other items? This 
term indicates that food transmits impurity to liquids, which are 
susceptible to contracting impurity. 


The Gemara asks: Why did Rabbi Akiva mention specifically that 
food impurifies liquids due to the fact that they are susceptible 
to contracting impurity? Let him derive this proof from the 
simple fact that there is no other item that food could render 
impure. As food does not transmit impurity to food, the only 
remaining alternative is that food impurifies liquids. 


The Gemara answers that this is what Rabbi Akiva is saying: And 
lest you say that the impurity of food is severe, as evidenced by 
the fact that it transmits ritual impurity to liquids despite the 
fact that liquids do not transfer impurity to other liquids, and 
therefore let food transmit impurity to a vessel, despite the fact 
that liquid does not transmit impurity to a vessel; therefore, the 
Gemara states that the fact that food transmits impurity to liquids 
is actually a stringency characteristic of liquids, not of food. The 
impurity of food is not more severe than that of liquids; rather, 
food transmits impurity to liquids due to the fact that liquids are 
susceptible to contracting impurity. 


And in what manner is their susceptibility manifest? It is mani- 
fest in the fact that they become ritually impure without being 
first rendered susceptible to impurity. Foods can become impure 
only after first coming into contact with one of seven liquids. 
Liquids do not require any preparatory stage before becoming 
impure. 
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Is the principle: Shall be impure teaches that ritual impurity does not 
render a similar item impure, e.g., that food does not transfer ritual impu- 
rity to other food, derived from here? It is derived from there: “But if 
water is put upon the seed, and any of their carcass falls upon it, it is 
impure for you” (Leviticus 11:38), from which it is inferred: It is impure; 
however, it does not transmit impurity to a similar item. Why is an ad- 
ditional source necessary to teach this same principle? The Gemara ex- 
plains: Both verses are necessary, as one refers to liquids that come to a 
state of impurity due to contact with a creeping animal, while one verse 
refers to liquids that come to a state of impurity due to contact with an 
impure vessel. 


The Gemara adds: And both verses are necessary, as neither of the halakhot 
could have been derived from the other. As, had the verse taught us only 
the halakha with regard to liquids that come to a state of impurity due to 
contact with a vessel, one might have thought that liquids do not transfer 
impurity to similar items only due to the fact that their impurity is not 
severe, as it did not result from contact with a primary source of impurity; 
however, with regard to liquids that come to a state of impurity due to 
contact with a creeping animal, which are impure with a severe form of 
impurity that resulted from contact with a primary source of impurity, say 
that they transmit impurity to a similar item. 


The Gemara asks: And let the verse teach us that liquids do not transmit 
impurity with regard to liquids that come to a state of impurity due to 
contact with a creeping animal, and all the more so will that be the case 
with regard to liquids that come to a state of impurity due to contact with 
a vessel. The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as at times with regard 
to a matter that could be derived by means of an a fortiori inference," the 
verse nevertheless unnecessarily wrote it explicitly. 


Ravina said to Rav Ashi: But didn’t Rava say that Rabbi Yosei does not 
hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva with regard to the 
third-degree ritual impurity status of non-sacred items? Contrary to the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva, Rabbi Yosei maintains that an item with second- 
degree ritual impurity does not confer third-degree impurity status upon 
non-sacred items by Torah law. 


And similarly, Rabbi Akiva does not hold in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei with regard to the fourth-degree impurity of consecrated 
property. The relevance of these observations to the issue at hand is that if 
Rabbi Yosei maintains that the impurity of liquids is by Torah law, he evi- 
dently interprets the verse as: Yetamme, just as Rabbi Akiva does. However, 
in that case, he would also hold that second-degree ritual impurity confers 
upon another non-sacred item third-degree impurity status, as that halakha 
is also derived from the term: Yetamme. 


Rav Ashi said to him: Rabbi Yosei said this halakha that liquids transmit 
impurity by Torah law in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, 
his teacher; however, he himself does not hold accordingly," as Rabbi 
Yosei is of the opinion that liquids do not transmit impurity to other items 
by Torah law. 


Rav Ashi said to Rav Kahana with regard to Rava’s statement: Granted, 
Rabbi Yosei does not hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Akiva, as it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei said: From where is 
it derived with regard to a consecrated item with fourth-degree ritual 
impurity that it is only disqualified and does not transfer impurity to 
other objects? 


The baraita continues: And this halakha is a logical a fortiori inference: 
Just as one who lacks atonement, e.g., a zav or leper who immersed at the 
conclusion of his period of impurity but has not yet brought an offering for 
his atonement, who is permitted to eat teruma, disqualifies a consecrated 
item if he comes into contact with it, with regard to third-degree ritual 
impurity, which disqualifies teruma, and in that way is more severe than 
one who lacks atonement, is it not right that it should confer fourth- 
degree ritual impurity status upon a consecrated item? The status of an 
item with third-degree ritual impurity should be no less severe than that of 
a person who lacks atonement. 


NOTES 


A matter that could be derived by means of ana 
fortiori inference — Wim ‘pa NOON xop: Some 
commentaries explain that this rule can also be ap- 
plied to other hermeneutic principles of Torah ex- 
position, such as verbal analogy, juxtaposition, and 
analogy. In these cases, too, the Torah sometimes 
writes a halakha explicitly even though it could 
have been derived by means of one of these prin- 
ciples (Rabbeinu Gershom). Many commentaries 
add that there is nonetheless a difference between 
a halakha derived by means of an a fortiori infer- 
ence and one written explicitly in the Torah, as a 
greater level of stringency applies to halakhot that 
appear in the Torah. In other words, the reason 
the Torah unnecessarily wrote it explicitly, in the 
Gemara's words, was to underscore its significance 
(Tosafot; Rabbi Yehuda Mintz; see Yad Malakhi). 


He himself does not hold accordingly — xb mb 
mb pap: This oft-recurring comment means that 
although a certain Sage expands upon or explains 
an opinion, he himself disagrees with it. In actuality, 
many of the discussions in the Gemara are of this 
type, as the Gemara often analyzes and clarifies 
opinions that are ultimately rejected as halakha. 
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Will we stand and rely on that proof - ny» +37% 
‘inon: The weakness of this proof is that it is based 
on the fact that no evidence to the contrary was 


discovered. Clearly this 


ype of proof is not com- 


pelling, and indeed the Sages say explicitly that 
the fact that a certain phenomenon has not been 
witnessed is no proof that it does not exist. It is 
not insignificant that while numerous mishnayot 
discuss the halakhot of ritual impurity not one of 
them mentions a fifth degree of impurity; how- 


ever, that is insufficient evidence to es 


definitive conclusion. 


He left the study hall, analyzed, and 
MDW P7...7Da: The Sages would sit in t 


ablish a 


found - 
he study 


hall and debate different halakhot. Rav Ashi’s 


question was raised in the context of t 
cussions. When a Sage sought to review 


hese dis- 
material 


on his own or consult others who knew mishnayot 


and baraitot by heart, he would leave t 


he study 


hall to analyze and ponder the issue alone without 


disturbing the proceedings inside. 


HALAKHA 
Joining consecrated objects - wip oi 


vY: If an 


impure object touches a fruit that is inside a vessel, 


all of the fruits that the vessel contains 
ritually impure. This halakha applies spec 


become 


ifically to 


consecrated objects, but not to teruma (Rambam 


Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 
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The Gemara notes: And we derived third-degree impurity with regard to 
consecrated items from the Torah, and fourth-degree impurity of conse- 
crated items by means of the above a fortiori inference. In light of the 
dayyo principle, one might have thought that this a fortiori inference cannot 
serve as the basis of the halakha that consecrated property can assume 
fourth-degree impurity status. Since the source of this inference is third- 
degree impurity status, the conclusion that emerges can be only that con- 
secrated objects can assume third-degree impurity status, like teruma itself. 
The Gemara explains that the dayyo principle does not apply in this case. 
If the a fortiori inference is rendered moot as a result of applying that prin- 
ciple, the principle is not applied. Because the fact that consecrated objects 
can assume third-degree impurity status is derived from the verse, if that 
which emerges from the inference is that halakha itself, the a fortiori infer- 
ence is moot. Therefore, the principle does not apply and the fact that 
consecrated objects can assume fourth-degree impurity status is derived 
from the inference. 


The Gemara elaborates. The fact that consecrated objects can assume third- 
degree impurity status is derived from the Torah, as it is written: “And the 
flesh that touches 


any impure thing shall not be eaten” (Leviticus 7:19). Are we not dealing 
even with a case where meat touched an object that was ritually impure 
with second-degree ritual impurity? And nevertheless, the verse states 
explicitly that it is impure and assumes third-degree ritual impurity status. 
No other source is needed to teach that consecrated objects can assume 
third-degree ritual impurity status. Therefore, fourth-degree impurity 
status can be derived by means of the a fortiori inference, as we stated above. 


The Gemara returns to its previous point: And if it enters your mind that 
Rabbi Yosei holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva that 
non-sacred objects can assume third-degree impurity status, let him also 
teach the halakha of the fourth degree of impurity with regard to teruma, 
and the fifth degree with regard to consecrated items, on the basis of that 
same a fortiori inference. The fact that he does not extend the a fortiori infer- 
ence to include these halakhot proves that Rabbi Yosei does not agree with 
Rabbi Akiva’s opinion on this issue. 


However, with regard to the fact that Rabbi Akiva does not hold in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, from where do we derive this? 
Perhaps he accepts Rabbi Yosei’s a fortiori inference and holds that teruma 
assumes fourth-degree impurity status and consecrated items assume fifth- 
degree impurity status. 


Rav Kahana said to Rav Ashi that there is indirect proof that this is the case. 
As it is not possible to avoid finding at least one tanna who teaches fourth- 
degree impurity with regard to teruma and fifth-degree impurity with regard 

to consecrated items, and says that this is the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who 

derived it from the a fortiori inference of Rabbi Yosei. In response to this 

claim, the Gemara asks: And will we stand and rely on that proof?" Can 

proof for Rabbi Akiva’s opinion be cited from the fact that no such tanna 

was found? Perhaps there is some source for that halakha. 


Rav Ashi, and some say it was Rav Kahana, left the study hall to examine 

this matter. He analyzed the issue and found" proof positive that Rabbi 

Akiva does not hold that there is fifth-degree impurity with regard to con- 
secrated items. He proved this from that which we learned in a mishna: A 
vessel joins that which is in it into a single unit. For example, if there are 

fruits in a vessel between which there is no contact and one of them became 

ritually impure, all of the fruits are impure, as they are joined by the vessel. 
This principle applies with regard to consecrated property, but not with 

regard to teruma." And the fourth degree of impurity disqualifies conse- 
crated items but does not transmit impurity, while third-degree impurity 
disqualifies teruma. 
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And Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: It is 
from the testimony of Rabbi Akiva that this mishna is taught, as 
it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Akiva added in his testimony with 
regard to the fine flour, the incense," the frankincense, and the 
coals on the altar, which are not foods and do not ordinarily become 
impure, that if a person who immersed during that day, who dis- 
qualifies consecrated items, touches some of them, he disqualifies 
all of them, as the vessel joins them into one unit. 


This baraita, which is the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, states that with 
regard to fourth-degree impurity, yes, consecrated objects assume 
that status; however, with regard to fifth-degree impurity, no, con- 
secrated objects do not assume that status. With regard to third- 
degree impurity, yes, teruma assumes that status; however, with 
regard to fifth-degree impurity, no, teruma does not assume that 
status. 


The Gemara comments: Apparently, Rabbi Yohanan holds that 
joining in a single vessel, of frankincense, incense, or coals, is a 
halakha by rabbinic law," not by Torah law, as the ritual impurity 
of frankincense and coals is by rabbinic law. And Rabbi Yohanan 
disputes that statement of Rabbi Hanin, who said: Joining in a 
vessel is a halakha by Torah law, as it is stated: “One golden spoon 
of ten shekels, filled with incense” (Numbers 7:20). The verse 
rendered everything in the spoon, i.e., all the incense, as one en- 
tity. 


Apropos ritual purity and impurity in the Temple, the Gemara cites 
that we learned in a mishna there: The Sages testified about the 
case of a needle that was found in the meat of an animal that was 
led through water, that the knife and the hands that touched the 
needle are ritually pure but the meat is impure, as the needle might 
have been impure. If the needle was found in the secretions of the 
animal’s stomach, everything is pure, as secretions do not transfer 
impurity to the meat. Rabbi Akiva said: We were privileged" to 
learn a novel halakha from here, which is that there is no impurity 
of hands in the Temple" as in this case the hands did not become 
impure upon contact with the needle. 


The Gemara asks: And let us say that Rabbi Akiva says that we learn 
from here that there is no ritual impurity of hands and vessels in 
the Temple, as the mishna says that the knife which touched the 
needle is also pure. Rav Yehuda said that Rav said, and some say 
that it was Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina: The testimony that 
there is no ritual impurity for hands was taught prior to the decree 
of impurity for vessels that came in contact with impure liquids 
outside the Temple. Therefore, there was no novelty in the fact that 
there is no ritual impurity of vessels in the Temple. 


Rava said: But weren't both decrees issued on the same day? As 
we learned in a mishna: The impurity of a Torah scroll and other 
sacred scrolls, and the impurity of hands that were not washed or 
immersed, and the impurity of one who immersed himself during 
that day, and the impurity of foods and vessels that became im- 
pure by contact with impure liquids, all these are included in the 
eighteen matters with regard to which decrees were issued on the 
same day. 


Rather, Rava said: Leave the impurity of the knife, as even outside 
the Temple in non-sacred circumstances it does not become im- 
pure. As in the case of this knife, what did it touch that could 
transmit impurity? If you say that it touched the meat, food does 


NOTES 
Fine flour and incense - nvivpm nbipa: Some com- 
mentaries explain that the novelty of Rabbi Akiva’s 
statement is not its application to a situation where 
these items were placed inside a regular, concave 
vessel. Rather, he is teaching that even if they were 
placed on a wooden or leather board and an impure 
object touched one of them, they are all rendered im- 
pure. This is due to the principle of joining (Rambam’s 
Commentary on the Mishna). 


We were privileged — 83}: Some commentaries ex- 
plain this statement as follows: This testimony taught 
us nothing new about the status of the meat, which 
is certainly ritually impure through contact with the 
needle, or the status of the knife, which would re- 
main pure even if it were non-sacred. Instead, we were 
privileged to learn a new halakha with regard to the 
impurity of hands in the Temple (Rashash). 


HALAKHA 

Joining is by rabbinic law - payma yx: The principle 
that a vessel joins everything inside it into a single 
entity is a rabbinic decree that was instituted to raise 
the standards of preserving the purity of consecrated 
property. The verses cited from the Torah serve merely 
as support for this decree (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hil- 
khot Shear Avot HaTumot 12:7). 


Impurity of hands in the Temple - wY nyaw 
wpa: There is no ritual impurity of hands in the 
Temple, as the rabbinic degree with regard to the 
impurity of hands was not in effect in the Temple, in 
accordance with Rabbi Akiva’s observation (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 8:6). 
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HALAKHA 

Spittle that is in Jerusalem - pba pP: Spit- 
tle found in the middle of the street in Jerusalem 
is ritually impure by rabbinic law, as most people 
who walked there were impure. If it was on the side 
of the road it is pure, as that is where pure people 
would walk. During a Festival, when most people 
are pure, the reverse is true: Spittle found in the 
middle of the street is pure, whereas spittle found 
on the side of the street is impure. This ruling is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei in the 
mishna (Shekalim 8:1; Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 13:8). 


Vessels found in Jerusalem - Pya os 
mbweva: All vessels found in Jerusalem are pre- 
sumed pure, whether they are found on the path 
down to the ritual bath or on the path up from it. 
However, this principle does not apply to knives 
used in the slaughter of offerings, in accordance 
with Rabbi Yosei’s statement in the mishna (tractate 
Shekalim 8:2; Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar 
Avot HaTumot 13:5). 


NOTES 


On the path down...on the path up - TPY 17 
my ‘JT: Some commentaries explain that the ritu- 
al baths had two separate openings. Impure people 
would come in through the entrance to immerse 
hemselves, while pure people would leave through 
he exit after their immersion. This arrangement pre- 
vented those still impure from transmitting impurity 
o those who had already immersed (Korban HaEida; 
Rabbi Eliyahu Fulda). Others say that by examining 
he position of the vessels themselves it could be 
determined whether they were being brought to 
he ritual bath or taken away from it (Meiri). 


Ancient ritual bath in Gush Etzion with two separate openings 


Rather, the first clause is precise - KPT KW) KYN: 
Since inference from the language of the mishna 
itself does not fully resolve this matter, the Gemara 
could have said that no conclusion may be inferred 
from the mishna, as neither the first nor the latter 
clause of the mishna is formulated precisely. This 
is the typical response to contradictory inferences 
from two sections of a tannaitic source. The novelty 
of the statement of the amora here is that the first 
clause of the mishna was indeed formulated in a 
precise manner. 


Small passageways [gazyata] - x9™s: The geonim 
explain that gazyata is derived from the term ganuz, 
meaning secluded. It refers to a passageway to the 
ritual bath with regard to which there is uncertainty 
whether the vessels there were being brought down 
to the bath or taken up from it. Other commentaries 
explain that it means crooked, a passageway not 
clearly designated for either ascent or descent. Yet 
others read: Gavyata, internal, meaning passage- 
ways off the main path. 
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not transmit impurity to a vessel. If you say, rather, that it touched 
the needle, a vessel does not transmit impurity to another vessel. 


With regard to this needle, the Gemara asks: What is its impurity 
status? If we say that there is uncertainty with regard to the impurity 
of the needle, wasn’t it stated that there is a dispute between Rabbi 
Elazar and Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina? One said: The Sages 
did not issue a decree in the case of uncertainty with regard to the 
impurity of spittle that is found in Jerusalem. Any spittle found outside 
of Jerusalem might have come from a zav or from a gentile, whose legal 
status in this regard is like that of a zav. The Sages decreed that any 
contact with this spittle should be treated as uncertain contact with a 
primary source of ritual impurity. That decree was not issued with re- 
gard to spittle found in Jerusalem. And one said: The Sages did not 
issue a decree in the case of uncertainty with regard to the impurity of 
vessels in Jerusalem. As opposed to the situation outside of Jerusalem, 
there is no presumption of impurity with regard to vessels found in 
Jerusalem, including a needle. 


Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: This is referring to a case where one 
lost a needle that became impure through contact with a person or 
vessel impure with ritual impurity imparted by a corpse. Since the 
needle is a metal utensil, it assumes the same degree of impurity as the 
source ofits impurity, in this case a primary source of impurity. And he 
then recognized the needle in the meat of the offering. Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Avin, said: This is referring to a case where the cow was 
muzzled as it came from outside of Jerusalem. The needle is clearly 
from outside of Jerusalem, and in all cases of uncertainty with regard to 
vessels outside of Jerusalem the ruling is that they are impure. 


The Gemara analyzes the dispute with regard to the decree that was not 
issued in Jerusalem itself. Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Yosei, son of Rab- 
bi Hanina, disagreed. One said: The Sages did not issue a decree in 

the case of uncertainty with regard to the impurity of spittle that is 

found in Jerusalem." And one said: The Sages did not issue a decree 

in the case of uncertainty with regard to the impurity of vessels in 

Jerusalem. The Gemara asks: We already learned the halakha of spittle, 
and similarly, we already learned the halakha of vessels. What do these 

amora’im add to the earlier tannaitic rulings? 


The Gemara elaborates: We already learned the halakha of spittle, as 
we learned in a mishna: Any spittle found in Jerusalem is pure, except 
for the spittle that is found in the upper market, an area frequented by 
gentiles (Rambam). The Gemara explains: No, it is necessary for the 
amora to teach that this halakha applies even in a case where there is a 
presumption that there had been a zav in the area where the spittle was 
found. Even in that case, no decree of impurity was issued with regard 
to spittle in Jerusalem. 


Likewise, we already learned the halakha of vessels, as we learned in a 
mishna: With regard to all the vessels found in Jerusalem," if they were 
found on the path leading down to the ritual bath they are presumed 
ritually impure. These vessels were probably not yet immersed, as 
people typically bring impure vessels to the ritual bath. By inference, all 
other vessels found elsewhere are presumed pure. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: And according to your reasoning, say 
the latter clause of the mishna as follows: If the vessels were discovered 
on the path up" from the ritual bath, they are presumed ritually pure. 
One can learn by inference from this statement the diametric opposite: 
All other vessels are presumed ritually impure. 


Rather, the first clause of the mishna is precise’ in its formulation, and 
therefore inferences may be drawn with regard to other vessels. And 
the latter clause is not precise in this way, and it comes to exclude only 
the small passageways" near the ritual bath, where it is unclear wheth- 
er the vessels there were being taken to the bath for immersion or from 
the bath after being immersed. Since the vessels were certainly impure 
when brought to the ritual bath, and it is uncertain whether or not they 
were immersed, they retain the presumptive status of impurity. How- 
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ever, in cases where the uncertainty is whether or not the vessels 
were impure at all, then where the impurity is by rabbinic decree, 
that decree is not in effect in Jerusalem, and the vessels are ritually 
pure. 


And the Gemara suggests that according to Rav, who said this is 
referring to a case where one lost a needle that became impure 
through contact with a person or vessel impure with ritual impu- 
rity imparted by a corpse, and he recognized the needle in the 
meat of the offering, the conclusion should be different. Since the 
Master said that the verse: “One who is slain with a sword” (Num- 
bers 19:16) teaches that the legal status of a metal sword is like that 
of one who is slain in terms of its degree of impurity, not only the 
meat, but a person and vessels as well should become ritually 
impure by touching the needle. Just as a sword that comes into 
contact with a corpse assumes its status as an ultimate primary 
source of ritual impurity, so too, any metal vessel that comes into 
contact with a person or vessel that is impure with impurity im- 
parted by a corpse assumes its status as a primary source of ritual 
impurity. 


Rav Ashi said: That is to say that the Temple courtyard is a public 
domain" with regard to the halakhot of uncertain impurity. And 
therefore, the ruling in this case is that of uncertainty with regard 
to impurity in a public domain, as there is no proof that either the 
vessels or one’s hands came into contact with the ritually impure 
needle. And the guiding principle in any case of uncertainty with 
regard to impurity in a public domain is that its uncertainty is 
ruled to be ritually pure. Therefore, the meat, which definitely came 
into contact with the needle, is impure, while everything else is 
ritually pure. 


The Gemara asks: One can learn by inference that if this uncer- 
tainty developed in the private domain, its uncertainty is ruled to 
be ritually impure. Why would that be the case? Since this needle 
is an item that does not have knowledge to be asked," as an in- 
animate object cannot be consulted with regard to how it became 
impure or whether it became impure at all, the following principle 
is in effect: With regard to any item or person that does not have 
knowledge to be asked, the person referring to one who lacks the 
competence to answer the question, whether the uncertainty de- 
veloped in the public domain or whether it was in the private 
domain, its uncertainty is ruled to be ritually pure. 


The Gemara responds: Although a needle does not have knowledge 
to be asked, it is nevertheless impure due to the fact that its uncer- 
tainty is uncertainty with regard to impurity that comes about by 
means of a person. The knife did not come into contact with the 
needle on its own; rather, a person was holding the knife. And 
Rabbi Yohanan stated another principle: In a case of uncertainty 
with regard to impurity that comes about by means of a person," 


its owners will have no choice but to consult a Sage about it" to 
determine whether or not it is ritually pure, as even with regard to 
a vessel that is placed upon the ground, which is certainly not 
capable of providing an answer if asked, its legal status is like that 
of an item that has knowledge to be asked. The fact that the knife 
is an inanimate object is not reason enough to rule it ritually pure. 
It was therefore necessary to say that the knife is ritually pure be- 
cause the Temple courtyard is a public domain. If it was a private 
domain, the knife would be deemed impure. 


It was taught that if an impure needle were found in an animal, the 


HALAKHA 
The Temple courtyard is a public domain - mwa my 
maya: The Temple courtyard is considered a public domain 
for the purposes of ruling in cases of uncertainty with regard 
to impurity, as per the statement of Rav Ashi (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 20:3). 


An item that does not have knowledge to be asked - 137 
Sewn ny7 ia pw: An inanimate object, which that does 
not have knowledge to be asked about a certain situation, 
or a person who lacks that knowledge, is presumed ritually 
pure in cases of uncertain impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 16:2). 


Uncertainty with regard to impurity that comes about by 
means of a person — DIK "Pa nyan ANID PDD: The ruling 
in cases of uncertainty with regard to impurity transmitted 
by a person is the same as other cases of uncertain impu- 
rity, i.e., pure in a public domain and impure in a private 
domain. This is the case even if the uncertainty whether or 
not impurity was transmitted relates to an inanimate object, 
which does not have knowledge to be asked. The halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 16:6). 


NOTES 


Uncertainty with regard to impurity and consultation — 
mags mei pap: The Sages derived the halakhot of un- 
certainty with regard to impurity from the sota, a woman 
suspected by her husband of adultery. The ruling in the 
Torah in the case of uncertainty whether or not a sota is ritu- 
ally impure is stringent. The Sages derived from the sota that 
the ruling is stringent in cases of uncertainty with regard to 
impurity. However, the sota is also the source for the lenient 
ruling in cases of uncertainty with regard to impurity, as 
the uncertainty with regard to the sota developed in the 
private domain, where no one else was present. Likewise, a 
sota can be asked whether or not she committed adultery, 
rendering her impure, from which it can be derived that in 
a case where the uncertainty involves an inanimate object 
or an incompetent person, who cannot be asked, the rul- 
ing is lenient. 
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NOTES 
Esteem for sacred objects - wip nan: The idea is 
that consecrated items are more susceptible to ritual 
impurity due to their heightened sanctity. The more 
sacred an object, the more degrees of impurity apply to 
it. Accordingly, non-sacred items can assume no more 
than second-degree ritual impurity status, teruma can 
assume third-degree ritual impurity status, while con- 
secrated items can assume fourth-degree ritual impu- 
rity status. The Sages extended this susceptibility even 
to certain non-food items, e.g., incense and coals, as 
well as to objects that were not rendered susceptible 
to impurity through contact with liquids. Reish Lakish’s 
question was whether the legal status of an object that 
became impure due to this consideration is that of an 
object actually impure by rabbinic law, to the extent 
that it transmits impurity to other items, or whether it 
is merely disqualified, in which case it can become im- 
pure itself but cannot transmit impurity to other items. 


A mass from meal-offerings — nina by 1Y: Tosafot 
explain that this phrase refers to a meal-offering, part 
of which is wet and part of which is dry. Others main- 
tain that it refers to the coarse bran sifted from the flour 
of the meal-offering in the preparation of fine flour 
(Rabbeinu Hananel; Arukh). 


HALAKHA 
A mass from meal-offerings — ninya bw sy: Ifa 
mass from a meal-offering became impure, it can 
assume first- and second-degree ritual impurity status 
by rabbinic law, as stated in the Gemara in tractate 
Menahot (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
She‘ar Avot HaTumot 8:3). 


Needle in a cow - ma% vma: If a cow passed 
through a river and was slaughtered while still wet, 
and an impure needle was found in the meat, the meat 
is ritually impure. If the needle was found in the secre- 
tions of the animal’s stomach, the meat remains pure, 
even if the secretions were soft, in accordance with the 
proofs in the Gemara and the statement of Rav Ashi 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 10:17). 
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meat is ritually impure. The Gemara asks: With what liquid was this 
meat rendered susceptible to impurity? A food can become impure only 
ifit were rendered susceptible to impurity through contact with a liquid; 
how, then, could the sacrificial meat become impure immediately after 
the animal was slaughtered? 


If we say that it was rendered susceptible to impurity by the blood 
that flowed when it was slaughtered, didn’t Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba say 
that Rabbi Yohanan said: From where is it derived with regard to blood 
of consecrated offerings that it does not render produce susceptible to 
impurity? As it is stated: “You shall surely not eat the blood; you shall 
pour it upon the earth like water” (Deuteronomy 12:16). The Sages 
derived from this verse: Blood that is poured like water, i.e., blood 
from a non-sacred domesticated animal that is poured out when it is 
slaughtered and not received in a vessel like sacrificial blood, assumes the 
legal status of water and renders food susceptible to ritual impurity. 
Blood that is not poured out like water, but is received in a vessel to be 
sprinkled on the altar, does not render food susceptible to impurity. 


Rather, say that this meat was rendered susceptible to ritual impurity 
by the other liquids of the slaughterhouse, e.g., the water that was kept 
near the altar for washing the offerings. But didn’t Rabbi Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Hanina, say with regard to the liquids of the slaughterhouse: 
Not only are they ritually pure, as noted in the testimony of Yosei ben 
Yoezer, but they do not even render meat susceptible to impurity? 


Rather, say that the meat is rendered susceptible to ritual impurity 
by the esteem for sacred objects." According to this principle, certain 
items that cannot become impure by Torah law become susceptible to 
impurity by rabbinic law due to their extreme sanctity. The Gemara re- 
jects that possibility: Say that the esteem for sacred objects is effective 
to disqualify the meat itself despite the fact that it was not rendered 
susceptible to receive impurity, but does it also transmit impurity to the 
extent that one counts first- and second-degree impurity from contact 
with that meat? Can impurity based on the esteem for sacred objects be 
transmitted to other objects like standard impurity? 


If so, resolve from here that which Reish Lakish raised as a dilemma: 
With regard to a mass from meal-offerings,“" does one count first- and 
second-degree impurity from contact with it or not? Due to the esteem 
for sacred objects, the offering itself can become impure without having 
been rendered susceptible through contact with liquid; however, the 
dilemma is whether or not it transmits impurity to other objects. 


The Gemara responds: Perhaps the dilemma with regard to the status of 
ritual impurity due to esteem for sacred objects has not in fact been 
resolved. In the case of meat, Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: It is 
referring to a case where the meat was from a cow brought as a peace- 
offering sacrifice, whose hide and meat belong to its owner, and the 
owner led it through the river to clean it, and he slaughtered it while 
liquid was still moist upon it. While the animal was being flayed, water 
fell on the meat, rendering it susceptible to impurity. 


We learned in a mishna cited above: If the needle was found in the secre- 
tions of the animal’s stomach," everything, meat, knife, and hands, is 

pure. The Gemara raises a difficulty: And let these secretions, which are 

liquid, return and transmit impurity to the meat itself. Like any other 
liquid, the secretions assume first-degree ritual impurity by rabbinic 

decree. Rav Adda bar Ahava said: It is referring to thick, solid secretions, 
which are not liquid. Rav Ashi said: Even if you say that it is referring to 

soft secretions, it does not transfer impurity because it is an offensive 

liquid, which does not transmit impurity. 


The tanna who recited mishnayot and baraitot in the study hall taught 
a baraita before Rav Sheshet. Based on the verses, it is possible to create 
the following scenario: The carcass of a creeping animal transmits im- 
purity to liquids, the liquids transmit impurity to a vessel, the vessel 
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transmits impurity to foods, and the foods transmit impurity to 
liquids. And we have thereby learned that there are three succes- 
sive levels ofimpurity with regard to a dead creeping animal. The 
Gemara notes: These are four levels, not three. The Gemara an- 
swers: Cut the liquids of the first clause, so that the baraita reads: 
The carcass of a creeping animal transmits impurity to a vessel and 
the vessel to foods, etc. 


The Gemara asks: On the contrary, cut the liquids of the latter 
clause," which states that foods transmit impurity to liquids. The 
Gemara explains: The only tanna that we find who said that liquids 
transmit impurity to a vessel is Rabbi Yehuda. And even he re- 
tracted this statement. And your mnemonic to remember the order 
of the transfer of impurity in this baraita is a brewing vat, as the 
order is similar to the production of beer. First one brings the vessel, 
then one places barley, the food, in it, and then the water. That is the 
order of the transmission of impurity in the baraita. 


We learned in a mishna there: With regard to the carcass ofa creep- 
ing animal that was found in an oven, the bread inside it is impure 

with second-degree ritual impurity.” This is due to the fact that the 

oven is impure with first-degree impurity and transmits impurity 
to the bread. 


Rav Adda bar Ahava said to Rava: And let us view that oven as 
one filled with impurity," as an earthenware vessel is rendered 
impure by a creeping animal in the airspace of the oven even without 
making contact with it. And consequently this bread should be 
impure with the first-degree of impurity. The oven should be con- 
sidered as ifit were filled with carcasses of creeping animals and the 
bread should assume first-degree impurity status as though it be- 
came impure directly from a creeping animal. 


He said to him: This suggestion cannot enter your mind, as it was 
taught in a baraita: I might have thought that all the vessels found 
in an earthenware oven become impure from the airspace of an 
impure earthenware vessel. 


Therefore, the verse states with regard to creeping animals: “And 
every earthenware vessel into which any of them falls, whatever is 
in it shall be impure, and you shall break it” (Leviticus 11:33). And 
juxtaposed to it is the verse: “From all food in it which may be 
eaten, upon which water comes, shall be impure” (Leviticus 11:34). 
This indicates that food is rendered impure by the airspace of an 
earthenware vessel,” but not all vessels are rendered impure by 
the airspace ofan earthenware vessel." This baraita proves that the 
earthenware vessel itself is not considered to be filled with car- 
casses of creeping animals, and therefore it does not render every- 
thing inside it impure with first-degree impurity. Were the earthen- 
ware vessel indeed considered as if it were filled with impurity, 
vessels inside it would also assume first-degree ritual impurity. 


Rav Hisda raised a contradiction between one statement with 
regard to Passover and another statement with regard to Passover, 
and he resolved this contradiction himself. The Gemara elaborates: 
Did Rabbi Yehoshua actually say that both of them may be burned 
as one, teruma whose purity is uncertain, and definitely impure 
teruma, on Passover eve? 


And he raised a contradiction from the Tosefta, as Rabbi Yosei 
said: The inferred conclusion of burning pure and impure leaven 
together is not similar to the case from which you cited proof. 


NOTES 
Cut the liquids of the latter clause — x5°D't ppw tia: This is 
a reasonable question, as it makes more sense from a stylistic 
perspective to delete the end of a statement than to delete 
the beginning or body of a statement. 


That oven as one filled with impurity — jx Van xh 
NTT oon: This is a fundamental question with regard 
to the halakhot of ritual impurity transmitted by a dead 
creeping animal. Although the final conclusion is known, 
a thorough analysis is required to ascertain the reasoning 
behind this halakha. See the introduction of the Rambam 
to the order of Teharot in his Commentary on the Mishna. 


HALAKHA 
Bread inside an oven that became impure - 71393 n3 
KAV: If a dead creeping animal fell into the airspace of 
an earthenware oven and rendered it impure, the oven as- 
sumes first-degree impurity status, while the bread inside 
the oven assumes second-degree impurity status (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 11:2). 


HALAKHA 
Food in the airspace of an earthenware vessel — bain 
bin bp nxa: Any food in the airspace of a ritually impure 
earthenware vessel is rendered impure by the vessel (Ram- 
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 13:2). 


Vessels in the airspace of the earthenware vessel — ods 
bin bp mwa: Vessels inside a ritually impure earthenware 
vessel are not rendered impure, even if they were in the 
airspace of the earthenware vessel together with the source 
of impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 13:3). 
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NOTES 


In accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua — xpd 
ywim vaya: Disputes with regard to the opinion of a given 
tanna are found not only between amoraiim, but even be- 
tween tanna‘im themselves, as there are often conflicting 
traditions concerning the statement of a certain Sage from the 
previous generation. In cases of this type, each tanna taught 
his students the dispute in the manner that he understood it. 
It is therefore possible that two different baraitot or mishnayot 
will cite conflicting statements by the same Sage. Generally, 
the Gemara seeks to resolve contradictions logically by point- 
ing to contextual differences between the two cases. However, 
if there is a source indicating that there was a dispute with 
regard to the opinion of a Sage on this matter, this contradic- 
tion might be left unresolved. Instead, the Gemara assigns 
each source to one of the later Sages who quoted his teacher 
or his teacher's teacher. 
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When Rabbi Meir said that the Sages, Rabbi Hanina the 
deputy High Priest and Rabbi Akiva, testified, about what 
did they testify? If you assert that Rabbi Meir said with regard 
to meat that became ritually impure through contact witha 
secondary source of 
impurity, that one may burn it together with meat that be- 
came impure through contact with a primary source of im- 
purity, that is a case where both this meat is impure and that 
meat is impure, albeit not at the same level of impurity. 


Rabbi Yosei continues: If you say that Rabbi Meir is referring 
to the statement of Rabbi Akiva, with regard to oil that was 
disqualified by one who immersed himself during that day, 
that one may kindle it in alamp that became ritually impure 
with first-degree impurity through contact with one who 
became ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse, 
that is a case where this substance is disqualified and that 
object is impure. We also concede with regard to teruma that 
became impure from a secondary source of impurity, that 
one may burn it with teruma that became ritually impure 
from a primary source of impurity, even though the first 
teruma will assume a greater degree of impurity. However, 
how will we burn teruma in abeyance, i.e., teruma whose 
impure status is uncertain, together with ritually impure 
teruma? Perhaps Elijah the Prophet will come and establish 
prophetically that the teruma is not ritually impure, and 
render it ritually pure. 


And Rav Hisda himself resolved the contradiction: This state- 
ment that was taught in the name of Rabbi Yehoshua, that one 

burns teruma in abeyance together with ritually impure teruma, 
is the ruling of Rabbi Shimon and in accordance with the 

opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, whereas that statement, that one 

may not burn them together, is the ruling of Rabbi Yosei and 

in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua." 


The Gemara cites the source of this tannaitic dispute with re- 
gard to Rabbi Yehoshua’ opinion. As it was taught in a bara- 
ita: If the fourteenth of Nisan occurs on Shabbat, one may 
not remove the leaven on Passover eve in the usual manner, 
and therefore one removes everything before Shabbat, and 
he burns all teruma together, impure teruma, teruma in abey- 
ance, and pure teruma. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 
Rabbi Yosei says: One burns pure teruma by itself, teruma in 
abeyance by itself, and impure teruma by itself. 


Rabbi Shimon said: Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua did 
not disagree about ritually pure teruma and about impure 
teruma. They agree that one may not burn them together. And 
neither did they disagree about teruma in abeyance and about 
pure teruma. They agree that one may burn them together. 
Since the teruma is not definitely impure, he does not appear 
to be directly impurifying the teruma. With regard to what 
did they disagree? They disagree with regard to burning 
teruma in abeyance and impure teruma together, as Rabbi 
Eliezer says: This teruma should be burned by itself and that 
teruma by itself. Since this case involves teruma that is defi- 
nitely impure, if the teruma in abeyance is actually pure, by 
burning them together he will have rendered it impure. And 
Rabbi Yehoshua says: One may burn both of them as one. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Isn’t the mishna in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei? How can Rabbi Yosei’s state- 
ment be attributed to Rabbi Shimon? The Gemara answers: 
This is what Rabbi Yosei is saying to Rabbi Meir: Even ac- 
cording to Rabbi Shimon in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehoshua, who is lenient, where he rules leniently it 
is only with regard to burning feruma in abeyance and im- 
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pure teruma together. However, with regard to ritually pure 
teruma and impure teruma together, no, even he does not permit 
burning them together. 


Similarly, Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, raised a contradic- 
tion between the previous statement with regard to teruma and 
a halakha of Passover, and he resolved it himself. The Gemara 
clarifies: Did Rabbi Yehoshua actually say that both teruma in 
abeyance and impure teruma may be burned together? 


And he raised a contradiction from a mishna: In the case of a 
barrel of teruma produce with regard to which uncertainty 
developed about its impurity, Rabbi Eliezer says: If the barrel 
was resting in a vulnerable place, where it may come into contact 
with impurity, one should place it in a concealed place, and if it 
was exposed he should cover it. Rabbi Yehoshua says: If it was 
placed ina concealed place he may place it in a vulnerable place. 
And if it was covered he may expose it. 


The Gemara infers from this mishna: In any case, passive causa- 
tion of teruma whose impurity is uncertain to become definitely 
impure, yes, it is permitted. However, to actively render teruma 
impure with one’s hands, no, it is prohibited. This ruling contra- 
dicts the previous halakha that one may burn teruma in abeyance 
and impure teruma together. And Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Hanina, resolved this apparent contradiction himself: This state- 
ment, that one is permitted to burn teruma in abeyance together 
with ritually impure teruma, is the ruling of Rabbi Shimon in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, whereas that 
statement, that one may cause this impurity only passively, is the 
ruling of Rabbi Yosei in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua. 


Similarly, Rabbi Elazar raised a contradiction between one hala- 
kha with regard to teruma and another halakha with regard to 
teruma, and resolved the contradiction himself. The Gemara 
explains: Did Rabbi Yehoshua actually say that passive causation 
of teruma whose impurity is uncertain to become definitely im- 
pure, yes, it is permitted; however, to actively render teruma im- 
pure with his hands, no, it is prohibited? 


And he raised a contradiction against this from a mishna: With 
regard to a barrel of teruma wine that broke" in the upper area 
in a winepress, where grapes are pressed, and there is impure, 
non-sacred wine in the lower area of the press, where the wine 
flows from the upper area, if the teruma wine would flow into the 
non-sacred wine, the teruma wine would be rendered ritually 
impure. The result would be significant financial loss, as the legal 
status of all the wine in the lower press would be that of impure 
teruma, which is prohibited even for priests to drink. 


Rabbi Eliezer concedes to Rabbi Yehoshua that if one is able 
to rescue even a quarter-log from the barrel that broke and keep 
the wine in a state of ritual purity, by receiving the teruma wine 
in a vessel before it becomes impure, he should rescue it. And if 
one cannot receive the wine in a pure vessel, as only impure ves- 
sels are available, so that if he uses them to receive the wine or to 
seal the upper press he will render the teruma impure, Rabbi 
Eliezer says: The teruma wine should be allowed to descend and 
become impure on its own, but one should not actively render 
it impure with his hand. 


Rabbi Yehoshua says: One may even actively render it impure 
with his hand, by stopping the pipe connecting between the up- 
per and lower presses with an impure vessel or by receiving the 
wine in impure vessels. Evidently, Rabbi Yehoshua allows one 
even to actively impurify pure teruma. 


And Rabbi Elazar resolved this contradiction himself: There, 
with regard to the broken barrel, it is different, as, in that case, 


HALAKHA 

A barrel. ..that broke — mawaw...man: With regard to 
a barrel of ritually pure teruma wine that broke in the 
upper press while there was impure, non-sacred wine in 
the lower press, if one can rescue a quarter-/log of wine 
while maintaining its purity, he should do so. If he is 
unable to do so, he may rescue it all, even if he renders 
it impure in the process. However, this applies only to a 
barrel of wine, which will cause the owner considerable 
financial loss. In contrast, a barrel of oil should be left to 
descend and contract impurity by itself, as the owner 
will not thereby incur significant financial loss (Rambam 
Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 12:4-5). 
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NOTES 


One drinks from wine valued at a log for a sela — abn pnw 
yoa: Some commentaries explain that a person may spend up 
to a sela on wine for drinking without being labeled a spend- 
thrift. Likewise, one may appropriately spend up to two sela on 
wine for sprinkling (Rashash). 


It should be poured out all at once — ban pwn: The Arukh 
cites a version that reads: Hevel, with the letter heh, instead of: 
Haval, with a het, i.e., the wine should be poured out immedi- 
ately, without delay. 
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there is the potential loss of non-sacred produce, when the 
teruma wine descends to the lower press. The non-sacred wine 
will become prohibited due to the mixture with impure teruma. 


Rava strongly objects to this claim: In the mishna too there is 
a loss of wood, as one requires additional wood to kindle a 
second fire and burn the impure teruma separately. Abaye said 
to him: With regard to this and similar issues, the Sages were 
concerned about a great loss. However, they were not con- 
cerned about the minimal loss of several pieces of wood. 


And from where do you say that the Sages were concerned 
about a great loss and they were not concerned about a min- 
imal loss? As it was taught in a baraita: With regard to a barrel 
of teruma oil that broke in the upper area of the olive press, 
and in the lower area of the press there is impure, non-sacred 
produce, Rabbi Eliezer concedes to Rabbi Yehoshua that if 
one can rescue even a quarter-log of the oil in a state of purity 
from the barrel, he should rescue it. And if one cannot receive 
the oil in a pure vessel, the teruma wine should be allowed to 
descend and become impure on its own, but one should not 
actively render it impure with his hand. 


The Gemara answers: What is different about oil that, as op- 
posed to wine, everyone agrees may not be actively rendered 
impure? If you say the reason is that even if the teruma falls into 
the lower press and is intermingled with impure teruma, it is still 
suitable for lighting and not entirely lost, if so, wine is also fit 
for sprinkling in one’s house to provide a pleasant fragrance. 
Impure teruma wine could be used for that purpose. 


And lest you say that sprinkling wine is not a significant matter, 

and would be tantamount to destroying the teruma, didn’t 
Shmuel say in the name of Rabbi Hiyya: One drinks from 
wine valued at a log for a sela," and one sprinkles from wine 
valued at a log for two sela. Apparently, sprinkling is a more 
significant use than drinking. The Gemara answers: The baraita 
is referring to new wine still in the press, which does not have a 
strong fragrance and cannot be used for sprinkling. 


The Gemara raises an objection: But isn’t the wine fit to be aged, 
at which point it could be used for sprinkling, and would not be 
entirely lost. The Gemara answers: One may thereby come to 
encounter a stumbling block, as he might, with the passage of 
time, forget that it is ritually impure and come to drink it. The 
Gemara asks: If so, with regard to oil too, one may thereby 
come to encounter a stumbling block, in the same way. 


The Gemara answers: The Gemara answers: Ritually impure 
teruma oil is permitted because he places it in a repulsive 
vessel," so that people will be disinclined to consume it and will 
use it only for lighting. The Gemara suggests: With regard to 
wine, too, he can place it in a repulsive vessel. The Gemara 
rejects this suggestion: That is not possible. Is it reasonable that 
one who wants the wine for sprinkling will place it in a repul- 
sive vessel? One sprinkles wine to add a pleasant odor, which 
would not be the case if the wine has been left in a disgusting 
vessel. 


The Gemara comments: And concern for a stumbling block by 
keeping prohibited items is itself subject to a dispute between 
tanna’im. As it was taught in a baraita: With regard to a barrel 
of teruma wine that became ritually impure, Beit Shammai 
say: It should be poured out all at once," and Beit Hillel say: 


HALAKHA 


Teruma oil that became ritually impure — xavaw mann aw: vessel so that no one will come to consume it unwittingly 
Teruma oil that became impure should be placed ina repulsive (Rambam Sefer Zeraʻim, Hilkhot Terumot 12:12). 


nx Di 1373 DRYW? 137 VAN 
han yawn - TIWI yN 
DNT KoN on TWYN - maa 
nwyn - ora ban gawn - wana 

D TOK an 


Perek | 
Daf21 Amuda 


ny ww NIDA PS 


- NPOP pI 
Tha TKD Nan nina? nbew 
PRAD 


- px pn mead bay bare 
TIKADI OKI KAUM THA bon 31 
va 


Mavay man 297 1) KAN 
pan men PAM navoyn maa 
vay sides 19 mi - prov 
man Dyn bis» Oxy win 
2 wb DN) bip- ava myn 

Wa TaN bets xOVM TH 


aywin rath ig NTT oT 
yon shy rab yor amt 
IDX NI1 NY I 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


One should wait until it ages, at which stage it may be used for 
spraying. 


Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, said: I will decide this 
dispute. If the barrel was ina field, it should be poured out all at 
once, lest the ritual impurity of the barrel be forgotten by the time 
it is brought inside the house. However, if the barrel was in the 
house, where it could be used immediately, it may be used for 
sprinkling. Some say that Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, 
decided: In the case of new wine, it should be poured out all at 
once; but in the case of old wine, it should be used for spraying. 
They said to him: 


The decision of the third opinion" of Rabbi Yishmael, son 
of Rabbi Yosei, is not considered a decision in this case, as the 
other two Sages do not raise the issue of a stumbling block at all. 


Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: The dispute between 
Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua with regard to a barrel of teru- 
ma that broke in an upper press and was flowing down into the 
lower press applies only to a case where one se‘a of teruma fell into 
less than one hundred se‘a" of impure, non-sacred wine in the 
lower press. 


However, if the teruma wine fell into one hundred sea” of ritu- 
ally impure, non-sacred produce, everyone agrees that the wine 
should be allowed to descend and become ritually impure by 
itself, and one should not actively render it impure with his hand. 
The reason is that if teruma falls into non-sacred produce one 
hundred times greater in quantity than itself, the teruma is nulli- 
fied by the non-sacred produce, and therefore, it would be permit- 
ted for a non-priest to eat it. Although it becomes ritually impure, 
the legal status of the nullified teruma is that of non-sacred 
produce. 


The Gemara comments: That was also taught in a baraita: With 
regard to a barrel of teruma wine that broke in the upper wine- 
press, and in the lower press there is one hundred times that 
amount of ritually impure, non-sacred wine, Rabbi Eliezer con- 
cedes to Rabbi Yehoshua that if one is able to rescue even a 
quarter-log from the barrel that broke and keep the wine in a state 
of ritual purity, he should rescue it. And if not, one should let 
the teruma wine descend and become impure on its own, but he 
should not actively render it impure with his hand. 


After citing proof for the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Hanina, from this source, the Gemara questions the formulation 
of the baraita itself. This expression: Rabbi Eliezer concedes to 
Rabbi Yehoshua, is puzzling, as Rabbi Eliezer ruled that one may 


NOTES 


The decision of the third opinion - mow DYT: See To- 
safot, who cite the explanation of Rabbeinu Hananel. Appar- 
ently, a deciding third opinion is rejected if it is suggested by 
a Sage of a third generation or later, as this is not considered a 
determination of a student with regard to a disagreement be- 
tween his teachers, but as an inter-generational dispute. In this 
case, Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, a late-second-century 
tanna, is attempting to decide between the opinions of Beit 
Hillel and Beit Shammai, Sages from the Second Temple era. 


Less than one hundred se'a - nyp ngan nina: Most prohib- 
ited objects are nullified if they become intermingled with a 
permitted substance sixty times greater in volume than them- 
selves. In other words, if a prohibited food falls into permitted 
food sixty times greater in volume, the prohibited substance 
is nullified and the entire mixture is permitted. However, in 
the case of teruma, sixty times greater is not sufficient. Instead, 
the non-sacred produce must be one hundred times greater 
than the teruma for the mixture to be considered non-sacred. 


HALAKHA 


Fell into one hundred sea - "xD mead mbox: With regard toa 
barrel of pure teruma that broke in the upper press while there 
was ritually impure, non-sacred produce in the lower press, 
if the amount of wine in the lower press was one hundred 
times greater than the wine in the barrel, one may allow the 
teruma to descend into the lower press and become impure 
by itself. This is due to the fact that the teruma will be nullified 
by the majority, in accordance with the opinions of both Rabbi 
Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 
Terumot 12:5). 
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never directly render the barrel impure. The baraita should say the 
opposite: Rabbi Yehoshua concedes to Rabbi Eliezer, as it is 
Rabbi Yehoshua who concedes that one may not render impure the 
barrel of teruma in the upper vat. Rava said: Reverse the names, so 
that it is Rabbi Yehoshua who concedes to Rabbi Eliezer. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: Actually, do not reverse 
the names. Rather, with what are we dealing here? We are referring 
to a case where it is possible to collect the wine only in a vessel 
whose interior is ritually pure and whose exterior is impure by 
rabbinic law, having become impure through contact with impure 
liquids. Lest you say that we should issue a decree that one may 
not rescue even a quarter-log, lest the vessel's exterior touch the 
teruma and render it impure, the baraita teaches us that Rabbi 
Eliezer concedes to Rabbi Yehoshua that despite that concern, it is 
permitted to rescue a quarter-log of pure teruma. 
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The major focus of this chapter was a discussion of the rabbinic enactment to conduct 
a search for leaven before the onset of the Festival. The Gemara concluded that the 
search should ideally be conducted on the night preceding Passover; however, if 
the search was not conducted then, one is obligated to perform it on the following 
morning in order to allow for the removal of all leaven from his or her possession by 
the appropriate time. Furthermore, the search needs to be conducted only in areas 
of one’s property where there is a possibility that leaven will be present. 


The Gemara explained that by Torah law, it is sufficient to nullify any leaven in one’s 
possession, and one does not have to physically remove it from his or her property. 
The search, then, is not essentially necessary to prevent one from transgressing the 
prohibition against possessing leaven. The Gemara therefore explained that the true 
goal of the search is to ensure that leaven is not physically found on one’s property 
even after it has been nullified. This is required due to the concern that a person 
might come across some leaven remaining in his or her property on the Festival and 
absentmindedly decide to take ownership of it or to eat it, transgressing the biblical 
prohibitions involved. 


Since the search is not required to prevent a biblical transgression but is due to a rab- 
binic concern, various leniencies exist. One is not required to search in places where it 
would be dangerous to do so or would involve excessive effort. One does not need to 
consider farfetched situations such as the possibility that animals may have brought 
new leaven into an area that was already searched or where leaven is never brought. 


The Gemara also discussed the time by which all leaven must be removed from one’s 
possession — whether by physically destroying it or by nullifying it. Its conclusion 
was that the biblical prohibition of possessing leaven begins at the end of the sixth 
hour. However, by rabbinic decree, one is already prohibited from benefiting from 
leaven from the fifth hour and from eating it from the fourth. 


The discussion surrounding the removal of leaven concerned many cases in which the 
presence of leaven is doubtful to begin with, thus highlighting similar cases involving 
doubts and the principles of how to legislate for them. 


Incidental to the Gemara’s discussion of the removal of leaven, the chapter introduced 
further discussions about the laws of ritual purity and impurity of foods, including 
the different degrees of ritual impurity; the special rules that apply to sacrificial foods 
that become ritually impure; and whether liquids can become ritually impure, and 
if they can, whether they can impart impurity to other foods. Also highlighted was 
whether these principles are of biblical or rabbinic origin. The ramifications of these 
discussions affect the question of what to do with sacred leavened foods that have 
become impure and whether they may be destroyed before the biblical prohibition 
against possession of leaven begins. 
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Seven days shall you eat matzot, yet on the first day you shall remove 
leaven from your houses; for whoever eats leavened bread from the first 
day until the seventh day, that soul shall be cut off from Israel. 


(Exodus 12:15) 


You shall eat no leavened bread with it; seven days shall you eat matzot 
with it, the bread of affliction; for you came out of the land of Egypt in 
haste; that you may remember the day when you came out of the land 


of Egypt all the days of your life. 
(Deuteronomy 16:3) 


And they shall eat the meat on that night, roast with fire, and matzot; 
with bitter herbs they shall eat it. 


(Exodus 12:8) 


Aside from the prohibition against possessing leaven on Passover, it is prohibited to 
eat it or derive any benefit from it. Although the prohibition against eating leaven 
is stated explicitly in the Torah, the prohibition against deriving benefit is not. This 
elicits the question of what exactly is the source for the prohibition. Also, what is the 
relationship between the two prohibitions? Is the prohibition against deriving ben- 
efit an independent prohibition parallel to that of eating, or is there really only one 
broadly defined prohibition of consuming leaven in any manner, which includes both 
eating and benefiting? These issues, as they relate both to leaven and to other items 
from which it is prohibited to derive benefit, are discussed at length in this chapter. 


The prohibition against possessing leaven relates specifically to leaven owned by a 
Jew during the week of Passover. To what extent does this also apply to the prohibi- 
tion against deriving benefit from leaven? May one eat or derive benefit from leaven 
owned by a gentile? What is the status of leaven that was illegally in the possession 
of a Jew over Passover? May one derive benefit from it after the Festival has ended? 


This chapter also begins to discuss the mitzvot to consume three items: Matzot, bitter 
herbs, and the Paschal lamb, on the first night of Passover. Which kinds of grains may 
be used to make the matzot? Which liquids may be used knead them? The Gemara 
similarly considers which vegetables qualify for the mitzva to eat bitter herbs. May 
only one kind of vegetable be used, or are there different options, and if so, is there a 
preference? With regard to both the matza and bitter herbs, the question arises what 
the halakha is in cases where they are produced from foods that are prohibited for 
various reasons or with various halakhic statuses, such as teruma or tithes. 


The chapter concludes with a discussion of the preparation of the Paschal lamb, the 
obligation to roast it, and the prohibition against cooking it. 
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MI S HN A For the entire time that it is permitted to 


eat leavened bread, one may also feed" it to 
his domesticated animals, to non-domesticated animals, and to 
birds; and one may sell it to a gentile; and it is permitted to derive 
benefit from it. After its time passes, it is prohibited to derive 
benefit from it, and one may not even light an oven or a stove 
with leavened bread. With regard to the manner of removal of 
leavened bread, Rabbi Yehuda says: The removal of leavened 
bread is to be accomplished only through burning. And the Rab- 
bis say: Burning is not required, as one may even crumble it and 
throw it into the wind or cast it into the sea." 


G E M ARAĄA™ Gemara reads the mishna precisely: 


For the entire time that it is permitted to 
eat leavened bread, one may feed it to his animals. However, ap- 
parently, for the entire time that it is not permitted to eat leavened 
bread, one may not feed his animals. Let us say that the mishna 
is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. As, if it 
were in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, isn’t there 
the fifth hour, when one may not eat leavened bread but one may 
feed" it to his animals? As we learned in a mishna that Rabbi Meir 
says: One may eat leavened bread on the morning of the four- 
teenth day of Nisan for the entire fifth hour, and he burns it at the 
beginning of the sixth hour. Rabbi Yehuda says: One may eat it 
for the entire fourth hour, he suspends his consumption of it for 
the entire fifth hour, and he burns it at the beginning of the sixth 
hour. Apparently, there is an hour in which it is prohibited to eat 
leavened bread, but it is permitted to feed it to one’s animals. 


The Gemara asks: Rather, what can be said? This mishna follows 
the opinion of Rabbi Meir." If so, this statement: For the entire 
time that it is permitted to eat leavened bread one may feed, 
is imprecise. It should have said: For the entire time that one 
eats leavened bread he may feed. As it stands, there is no parallel 
between the phrase: It is permitted to eat, and the phrase: One 
may feed. Therefore, it appears that the mishna is referring to two 
different people or cases. 


Rabba bar Ulla said: The mishna is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabban Gamliel. As we learned in a mishna that Rabban 

Gamliel says: Non-sacred leavened bread may be eaten on the 

fourteenth of Nisan during the entire fourth hour, leavened bread 

that is teruma may be eaten during the entire fifth hour, and one 

burns the leavened bread at the beginning of the sixth hour. And 

this is what the mishna is saying: For the entire time that it is 

permitted for a priest to partake of teruma, although an Israelite 

may not eat leavened bread at that time, an Israelite may feed non- 
sacred food to his domesticated animals, to non-domesticated 

animals, and to birds. 


The Gemara continues to read the mishna precisely. The mishna 
states that one may feed his leavened bread to his domesticated 
animals, to non-domesticated animals, and to birds. The Gemara 
asks: Why do I need the mishna to teach about the case of domes- 
ticated animals, and why do I need it to teach about non-domes- 
ticated animals as well? The halakha should be the same for both 
cases. The Gemara answers: It is necessary to teach us both cases, 
as had it taught only about domesticated animals, one would have 
said that it is permitted feed them because if the animal leaves over 
some leavened bread one will see what is left over and dispose of 
it. However, with regard to a non-domesticated animal, if it 
leaves over any of the leavened bread, it hides it to save for later. 
Therefore, one could say that it is not permitted to feed it so close 
to the time when leavened bread is prohibited. 


HALAKHA 


To eat and to feed —broxmba dion: On Passover eve one 
may sell his leavened bread or feed it to an animal even 
during the fifth hour of the day, when he may not eat it 
himself. However, one must watch the animal to ensure 
that it does not hide any leavened bread, and one must 
remove whatever is left over (see Rosh; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 4431). 


How does one remove leavened bread - Dwa 13D 
yan: One may remove leavened bread in numerous 
ways, e.g., burning it, crumbling it into the wind, or cast- 
ing it into the sea. If the bread is hard, he should crumble 
it before casting it into the sea (Rambam). The common 
practice is to burn one's leavened bread, out of concern 
for those authorities who accept the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 445:1, and in the 
comment of the Rema). 


NOTES 
One may not eat but one may feed -bag bain ix: 
The proof that Rabbi Yehuda permits this, although he 
did not say so explicitly, is based on his statement that 
during the fifth hour one’s consumption of leavened 
bread is suspended. If there is nothing else he can do 
with it during that time, why isn’t he obligated to burn it 
immediately (Maharam Halawa). 


The opinion of the mishna - man nw: In the Je- 
rusalem Talmud it is stated that this mishna follows the 
opinion of Rabbi Meir, because there no distinction is 
made between the formulations of: One eats, and: It is 
permitted to eat, while the Gemara here does distinguish 
between the two. 
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NOTES 


In any case it will hide it — xyayra nm: Some explain 
that since one knows that this undomesticated ani- 
mal will hide what is left over, he nullifies the leavened 
bread before giving it to this animal; therefore, he does 
not transgress any prohibition involving the leavened 
bread afterward. This is not the case with a domesti- 
cated animal, since one assumes that he will see what 
is left over and he will nullify it then. However, on oc- 
casion one will not pay attention or will forget to do so, 
and will then transgress the prohibitions of: It shall not 
be seen and it shall not be found (Mikhtam). Alterna- 
tively, the concern is that one might find the leavened 
bread on the animal during Passover, and although he 
nullified it previously, he will consider it important again 
and thereby violate the prohibitions (Nimmukei Yosef). 


One may not sell his leavened bread — ixian 71312 x: 
Apparently Beit Shammai'’s reason for concern is that 
people might say that it is the Jew's leavened bread, 
and he will be suspected of wrongdoing (Maharam 
Halawa). 


HALAKHA 
Selling of leavened bread - yan nY: It is permitted 
to sell one’s leavened bread to a gentile before Passover 
even if he knows that it will remain in the possession 
of the gentile during the entire Festival, in accordance 
with the opinion of Beit Hillel (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 445:2). 


Perek II 
Daf21 Amud b 


NOTES 
Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira’s opinion - 717 a1 Now 
pa Ja: See Tosafot, who suggest that Rabbi Yehuda 
ben Beteira may contend that Beit Shammai and Beit 
Hillel agree about this issue (Mikhtam). 


HALAKHA 


Charred leavened bread - iame yan: If leavened 
bread was charred prior to the time of its prohibition 
o the extent that a dog would not eat it (Josafot), it is 
permitted to derive benefit from it on Passover, in ac- 
cordance with Rava's ruling (Shulhan Arukh Orah Hayyim 
442:9, 445:2). 


Hours by rabbinic law - p317 niyw: By Torah law, one 
may not benefit from leavened bread on Passover eve 
rom the end of the sixth hour. By rabbinic law, one may 
not benefit from leavened bread from the beginning of 
he sixth hour (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 442:9, 443:1). 
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And had it taught only the case of a non-domesticated animal, one 
might say that it is permitted to feed leavened bread to such an animal 
because if it leaves over any food in any case it will hide it," and the 
owner will not violate the prohibition: It shall not be seen. However, 
with regard to a domesticated animal, sometimes it leaves over food, 
and it does not enter his mind that the animal will do so. And in that 
case both prohibitions: It shall not be seen and it shall not be found, 
would apply to him. Consequently, one could say that it would not be 
permitted for him to feed a domesticated animal. Therefore, it was 
necessary to teach both cases. 


The Gemara asks: Why do I need the mishna to mention birds as well? 
The Gemara answers: There is no inherent need to mention birds; 
however, since the mishna taught the cases of domesticated animals 
and non-domesticated animals, it also taught the case of birds, as 
these are normally grouped together. 


It was stated in the mishna that whenever it is permitted to eat leavened 

bread, one may also sell it to a gentile. The Gemara asks: Isn’t that 

obvious, as the mishna already taught that one may benefit from it? The 

Gemara answers: This is stated to exclude the opinion ofthis tanna, as 

it was taught in a baraita that Beit Shammai say: A person may not 

sell his leavened bread" to a gentile unless he knows that the leavened 

bread will be consumed before Passover. According to Beit Shammai, 
a person retains some responsibility for his leavened bread even when 

it is no longer in his possession. And Beit Hillel say: For the entire 

time that it is permitted for a Jew to eat leavened bread, it is also per- 
mitted for him to sell it to a gentile. The Jew ceases to be responsible 

for leavened bread sold to a gentile from the moment it is sold." 


Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira, who agrees in principle with Beit Sham- 
mai’s opinion, says: With regard to kutah, a dip that contains leavened 
breadcrumbs, and all types of kutah, it is prohibited to sell it to a 
gentile thirty days before Passover. Because kutah is spicy, people use 
only a bit at a time, so it will likely last until Passover." 


It was stated in the mishna that as long as leavened bread may be eaten, 
it is permitted to derive benefit from it. The Gemara asks: Isn't that 
obvious? The Gemara answers: No, it is necessary to teach this in a 
case where one charred the leavened bread with fire before its time, 
i.e, before it became prohibited, rendering it inedible. And it teaches 
us that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rava. As Rava 
said: If one charred leavened bread" before its time, it is permitted to 
derive benefit from it even after its time, since it no longer has the 
legal status of leavened bread. 


It was stated in the mishna: After its time passes, it is prohibited to 
benefit from it. The Gemara asks: Isn’t that obvious? The Gemara 
answers: No, it is necessary for the mishna to teach that it remains 
prohibited to benefit from leavened bread during additional hours that 
are delineated by rabbinic law." As Rav Giddel said that Rav Hiyya 
bar Yosef said that Rabbi Yohanan said: With regard to one who takes 
wheat grains that may have come into contact with water and become 
leavened and betroths a woman with the leaven from the beginning of 
the sixth hour, when the leaven is prohibited by rabbinic law, and 
onward on Passover eve, even if he betrothed her with wheat from the 
mountains, which is especially hard and unlikely to become leavened, 
nonetheless, we are not concerned that this betrothal is valid. This is 
because when performing a betrothal with money one must give the 
woman an object worth as least the value of a peruta, and leaven from 
which one is prohibited to benefit is considered worthless. 
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It was stated in the mishna: And one may not even light an oven or 
a stove with leavened bread once it becomes prohibited. The Ge- 
mara asks: Isn't that obvious, as this is also a type of benefit? The 
Gemara answers: No, it is necessary to teach this due to the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda, who said that the removal of leavened bread is 
to be performed only through burning. Otherwise, it could enter 
your mind to say: Since Rabbi Yehuda said that its mitzva is per- 
formed through burning, while one is burning it let him benefit 
from it. Therefore, it teaches us that it is prohibited to benefit from 
leavened bread even while burning it. 


Hizkiya said: From where is it derived in the mishna that it is pro- 
hibited to derive benefit from leavened bread on Passover?" As it 
is stated: “Leavened bread shall not be eaten” (Exodus 13:3). Since 
the verse uses the passive, it should be understood as follows: There 
shall be no permitted consumption of it at all, even deriving ben- 
efit, as benefit could be exchanged for money, which could be used 
to buy food. The Gemara reads precisely: The reason deriving ben- 
efit is prohibited is that the Merciful One writes in the Torah: 


“Leavened bread shall not be eaten.” Had the Torah not written: 
“Shall not be eaten,” and instead used the active form: You shall not 


eat, I would have said that the prohibition of eating is implied but 
that the prohibition of deriving benefit" is not implied. 


The Gemara comments: And this conclusion disagrees with the 

opinion of Rabbi Abbahu, as Rabbi Abbahu said that wherever it 

is stated: “It shall not be eaten,” “You, singular, shall not eat,’ or 
“You, plural, shall not eat,” both a prohibition of eating and a pro- 
hibition of deriving benefit" are implied, unless the verse specifies 

that one may benefit, in the manner that it specified with regard to 

an unslaughtered animal carcass." 


As it was taught in a baraita: “You shall not eat of any unslaugh- 
tered animal; you may give it to the resident alien who is within 

your gates, that he may eat it; or you may sell it to a foreigner; for 
you are a sacred people to the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 14:21). 
I have derived only that it is permitted to a resident alien through 

giving and to a gentile through selling. From where do I derive 

that it is permitted to a resident alien through selling? The verse 

states: “You may give it to the resident alien who is within your 
gates...or you may sell it,” meaning that one has the option to do 

either of these. From where is it derived that it is permitted to a 

gentile through giving and one is not required to sell it to him? The 

verse states: “You may give it... that he may eat it, or you may sell 

it to a foreigner.” Therefore, you may say that he may transfer it to 

both a resident alien and a gentile, both through giving and 

through selling. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


The baraita concludes: Rabbi Yehuda says: These matters are meant 
to be understood as they are written; he may transfer an unslaugh- 
tered animal carcass to a resident alien only through giving and to 

a gentile only through selling." The Gemara asks: What is the 

reason for the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? The Gemara answers: If 
it could enter your mind to understand the verse in accordance 

with that which Rabbi Meir said, then let the Merciful One write: 
You may give it to the resident alien who is within your gates that 

he may eat it and sell it to a foreigner. Why do I need the word “or 

between these two options? Learn from it that the matters are to 

be understood as they are written. 


The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Meir explain the formulation 
of the verse? The Gemara answers that Rabbi Meir would explain 
that the word “or” teaches one to give precedence to giving to a 
resident alien over selling to a gentile." The Gemara asks: And from 
where does Rabbi Yehuda derive this halakha? According to Rabbi 
Yehuda, this matter does not need a verse, since you are com- 
manded to sustain a resident alien, as it is a mitzva for one to sustain 
a resident alien who has renounced idol worship, and you are not 
commanded to sustain a gentile. There is no need for a verse to 
teach this; it is based on a logical inference." 


HALAKHA 
Prohibition of deriving benefit — 7x37 VƏN: It is pro- 
hibited by Torah law to derive benefit from leavened 
bread during Passover (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Hametz UMatza 1:2). 


Prohibitions of eating and...deriving benefit - Voy 
TXIN... Wherever the Torah says: “You shall not 
eat,’ or uses a similar expression, it means that one may 
neither eat nor benefit from the prohibited item, unless 
the verse explicitly permits deriving benefit. This ruling 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Abbahu, as 
the discussion in the Gemara is in accordance with his 
opinion (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot As- 
surot 8:15). 


What does one do with an animal carcass - wip ma 
maga: One may give an animal carcass to a resident 
alien as a gift. However, one may only sell it to a gentile; 
he may not give it to him as a gift (Rambam Sefer HaMad- 
da, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 10:4). 


NOTES 


It shall not be eaten...the prohibition of deriving 
benefit - 727 NDN) bow x): Some explain that the 
phrase: You shall not eat, is acommandment directed to 
people, while the more general wording; “It shall not be 
eaten,'is used to prohibit all types of consumption, even 
feeding to dogs, meaning that one may not derive any 
benefit from the prohibited item (Rashash). 


In the manner that it specified with regard to an 
animal carcass — ayaa vH 1172: This detail, that one 
may derive benefit from an animal carcass, is not specifi- 
cally derived from what is written here, that a gentile may 
eat it; rather, it is derived from other sources. In fact, the 
opposite is true; a principle, and not this specific detail, is 
derived from this verse. Had it not been stated explicitly 
hat one may derive benefit from an animal carcass, one 
might have thought that it is prohibited to do so, as is 
he case with regard to other items that one may not eat. 


To give precedence to giving to a resident alien over 
selling to a gentile - 37 73m pap: Clearly, the inten- 
ion is not that one is obligated to give gifts to a resident 
alien at his own expense, as even with regard to a fellow 
ew one is required to do so only when the laws of char- 
ity dictate it. However, in this particular case the animal 
carcass does not have much value, since most people 
may not eat it, and the resident alien will benefit greatly 
rom it. Therefore, one should give it to him as a gift rather 
han sell it to a gentile for a small profit (Tosafot). 


It is based on a logical inference — x17 x139: Some 
connect this disagreement between Rabbi Meir and 
Rabbi Yehuda with another dispute with regard to the 
definition of a resident alien. Rabbi Meir understands that 
a resident alien is a gentile who accepts upon himself 
not to worship idols. According to the opinion of the 
Rabbis, a resident alien must accept the seven Noahide 
commandments upon himself. According to another 
opinion, he is not a resident alien until he abides by all 
of the commandments in the Torah except for the pro- 
hibition against eating animal carcasses. According to 
the opinion of Rabbi Meir, a resident alien is not much 
different from any other gentile; therefore, a verse is nec- 
essary to derive that one should give precedence to the 
resident alien. However, according to this third opinion, 
that seems to parallel the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda here, 
a resident alien has more in common with Jews, so it is 
logical to help him first (Yefe Einayim). 
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Perek II 
Daf22 Amuda 


NOTES 


Anon-sacred animal that was s slaughtered i in the Temple court- 


Tr: 


to ui a non-sacred animalsi in the Temple, or to eat or benefit 
from such animals, is by Torah law or by rabbinic law (see Rashi). 
Either way, the prohibition is clearly based on the verse: “You shall 
not eat any flesh that is torn of beasts in the field” Among the vari- 


ous explanations is that it is prohibited to eat an animal tha 


was 


slaughtered outside of its proper place. This leads to Rabbi Meir's 


statement that one may throw an animal carcass to a dog, bu 
may not do so with the meat of a non-sacrificial animal tha 
slaughtered in the Temple courtyard. 


one 
was 


Sciatic nerve — maT 73: This nerve, known in Latin as nervus is- 


chiadicus, runs down the back of the hind leg of an animal. 
sciatic nerve is one of the parts of a kosher domestic anima 


The 
and 


a kosher non-domestic animal that by Torah law is prohibited for 


consumption (Genesis 32:33). In addition to the nerve itself, 


it is 


prohibited by rabbinic law to eat any of the flesh surrounding it or 


the fat that encloses it. 


Sciatic nerve running through a piece of meat 
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The Gemara applies this discussion to the previously mentioned 
topic. Granted, Rabbi Abbahu’s opinion is reasonable accord- 
ing to Rabbi Meir, who said that one may transfer an animal 
carcass to both a convert and a gentile, both through selling 
and through giving. From the fact that a verse was necessary 
to permit one to derive benefit from an animal carcass, one 
can learn that with regard to all other prohibitions in the Torah 
about which it states only that one may not eat an item, it is 
prohibited both to eat it and to derive benefit from it. 


However, according to Rabbi Yehuda, who said that the word 


“or” comes to teach that the matters are to be understood as 


they are written, from where does he derive with regard to all 
prohibitions of eating mentioned in the Torah that it is pro- 
hibited to derive benefit as well? The Gemara answers: He 
derives it from another verse. It is stated with regard to an ani- 
mal with a condition that will cause it to die within twelve 
months [tereifa]: “And you shall be sacred men to Me, therefore 
you shall not eat any flesh that is torn of beasts in the field; you 
shall cast it to the dogs” (Exodus 22:30). 


The Gemara concludes: It, i.e., a tereifa, you may throw to a 
dog, but you may not throw all other items prohibited by 
Torah law to a dog, as both eating and deriving benefit are 
prohibited. The Gemara asks: And what halakha does Rabbi 
Meir learn from this verse? The Gemara answers that Rabbi 
Meir draws the following inference: It, you may throw to a dog, 
but you may not throw the meat of a non-sacred animal that 
was slaughtered in the Temple courtyard™ to a dog, as it is 
prohibited to benefit from it. 


And from where does the other Sage, Rabbi Yehuda, learn this 
halakha about non-sacrificial meat that was slaughtered in the 
Temple courtyard? The Gemara answers: He holds that the 
prohibition of deriving benefit from the meat of a non-sacrifi- 
cial animal that was slaughtered in the courtyard is not by 
Torah law; rather, the Sages decreed that it is prohibited. Since 
it is not prohibited by Torah law, no verse is necessary. 


Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha raised an objection: And yet there is 
still the prohibition of the sciatic nerve," as the Merciful One 
says: “Therefore the children of Israel may not eat the sciatic 
nerve” (Genesis 32:33), and we learned in a mishna: A person 
may send the thigh of an animal to a gentile as a gift with the 
sciatic nerve inside it," he is not required to remove it. This is 
due to the fact that its place is clear, and it is obvious that this 
nerve has not been removed. Therefore, there is no concern that 
another Jew will assume that the first Jew removed this portion 
of the animal, which might cause him to accidentally eat the 
sciatic nerve. Apparently, one may benefit from this prohibited 
portion of the animal even though the verse says that one may 
not eat it. 


HALAKHA 


Anon-sacred animal that was s slaughtered in the Temple 
from non- “sacrificial animals that were slaughtered in the 
Temple courtyard, as stated in the mishna in tractate Temura 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 2:2). 


The thigh...with the sciatic nerve inside it — 31...) 
jaina mwa: One may send the thigh of an animal to a 
gentile without removing the sciatic nerve, even in the pres- 
ence of another Jew. There is no concern that this other Jew 
will eat the sciatic nerve, since it is apparent that it has not 
been removed (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 65:11). 
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The Gemara rejects this: Rabbi Abbahu holds that when it was 
permitted by the Torah to derive benefit from an animal carcass, 
it, its fats, and its sinews, such as the sciatic nerve, were all per- 
mitted. Therefore, the sciatic nerve is included in this exception 
and one may benefit from it. The Gemara challenges: It works out 
well according to the one who said that sinews give flavor, 
meaning that they have the taste of meat and therefore have the 
legal status of meat of an animal carcass. However, according to 
the one who says that sinews do not give flavor" and are not 
categorized as meat, what can be said? If they are not considered 
to be meat, why are they included in the exception made for an 
animal carcass? 


The Gemara answers: Whom did you hear that said that sinews 

do not give flavor? It is Rabbi Shimon, as it was taught in a ba- 
raita: With regard to one who eats the sciatic nerve from a non- 
kosher domesticated animal, Rabbi Yehuda deems him liable 

to receive two sets of lashes: One for eating the sciatic nerve and 

one for eating the meat of a non-kosher animal. And Rabbi Shi- 
mon exempts him entirely, since according to his opinion the 

prohibition to eat the sciatic nerve applies only to a kosher animal. 
In addition, one violates the prohibition of eating from a non- 
kosher animal only when it has the flavor of meat." 


And it indeed follows logically that just as Rabbi Shimon exempts 

one who eats the sciatic nerve in that particular case, so too here, 
Rabbi Shimon prohibits deriving benefit from the sciatic nerve. 
As it was taught in a baraita: It is permitted to derive benefit 

from the sciatic nerve;" this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda, 
and Rabbi Shimon prohibits it. Since Rabbi Shimon holds that 
the sciatic nerve does not give flavor, it cannot be included in the 

exception of the animal carcass. Therefore, from the verse that 
prohibits eating the sciatic nerve he learns that one may not ben- 
efit from it either, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Ab- 
bahu. Rabbi Abbahu’s position fits according to both opinions. 
However, the mishna that indicates that it is permitted to derive 

benefit from the sciatic nerve is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda, as he holds that the sciatic nerve gives flavor and 
is therefore included in the exception of the animal carcass. 


The Gemara further challenges Rabbi Abbahu’s opinion: And yet 

there is the prohibition of eating blood, as the Merciful One says: 

“Therefore I said to the children of Israel: No soul of you shall eat 

blood, neither shall any convert that dwells among you eat blood” 
(Leviticus 17:12). According to Rabbi Abbahu’s opinion, one may 

derive from this verse that in addition to the prohibition against 

eating blood, it is prohibited to benefit from it as well. And we 

learned in a mishna: Both these and these, the remnants of the 

blood from sin-offerings brought on the altar and other blood 

sprinkled on it, descend and mix in the canal from which water 

leaves the Temple. They then exit to the Kidron Valley’ and are 

sold at a special price to gardeners as a fertilizer. And one who 

does not first purchase the blood from the Temple misuses con- 
secrated property." Apparently, under certain circumstances, one 

may benefit from blood which it is prohibited to consume. 


Sinews do not give flavor — op (Dia pa pr: At first 
glance this disagreement is puzzling, since it should be 
verifiable whether sinews have a taste. Rather, this dispute 
appears to be related to the question of whether the prohibi- 
tion against eating the sciatic nerve includes the smaller and 
softer surrounding sinews as well. While these surrounding 
sinews have a distinct taste, the sciatic nerve itself is hard 


and does not have the taste of meat. Therefore, those who 
maintain that these surrounding sinews are part of the le- 
gal definition of the sciatic nerve contend that the sciatic 
nerve has a taste. Those who maintain that these smaller 
sinews are not included in the prohibition hold that the sci- 
atic nerve does not have a taste (Maharam Halawa; Rashba in 
tractate Hullin). 


The taste of the sciatic nerve — mwan 13 oyy: The sciatic 
nerve has no taste, and therefore, if it fell into a stew with 
other meat, it is permitted to eat the other meat. This ruling is 
in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara in tractate 
Hullin (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 65:9). 


The sciatic nerve of anon-kosher animal - manao TOITA 
mexigu: If one eats the sciatic nerve of a non- kosher animal, he 
is exempt from punishment because the prohibition only ap- 
plies to kosher animals. In addition, sinews are not considered 
to be meat, and consequently they do not have the lega 
status of non-kosher meat (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 8:5). 


Benefit from the sciatic nerve — wat Yaa ANAT: Although i 
is prohibited to eat the sciatic nerve, it is permitted to benefi 
from it (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 65:10). 


Misuse of consecrated property with regard to sacrificial 
blood - pwtpn 013 myyn: If one uses sacrificial blood tha 
drained into the canal and exited the Temple, without pur- 
chasing it from the Temple treasury, he has violated the pro- 
hibition of misuse of consecrated property. According to the 
Ra‘avad, this is considered misuse by rabbinic law (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Meiila 2:11). 


Kidron Valley - inte bn: This diagram illustrates the area of 
the Temple Mount, the large rectange, as well as the Temple. 
The Kidron Valley riverbed, into which the Gihon spring flows, 
passes near the walls of the Temple Mount. The Temple Mount 
is located just above the slope of the valley, so that liquids 
naturally run off from the Temple Mount into the Kidron Valley. 


Temple Mount and surrounding area 
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NOTES 
Like water [kamayim], meaning, like most water - 0233 
02 319: This explanation is supported by the punctuation 
of the word kamayim with a patah, meaning: Like the 
water, i.e., water that is known. It stands to reason, then, 
that it refers to ordinary water familiar to everyone and 
not to some special type of water (Rav Ya'akov Emden). 


Not like water that is offered as a libation - o> x 
p27: This answer is acceptable even to those who claim 
that the ritual of water libation on Sukkot is not required 
by Torah law. It is referring here to any water from which 
one may not benefit, such as the water from the wa- 
ter basin in the Temple courtyard, and water offered as 
a libation is only meant to serve as an example of that 
(Maharam Halawa). 


Perek II 
Daf22 Amud b 


NOTES 
A cup of wine to a nazirite — ob }” DID: Although there 
is a general restriction of offering another person a pro- 
hibited item, this particular example is selected because 
since everyone else may drink wine, it is deemed likely 
that the nazirite may forget his oath and accidentally drink 
the wine offered to him (Tosafot). 


Before the blind - 1% pd: The Sages expand upon the 
prohibition mentioned in the verse: “You shall not put a 
stumbling block before the blind,’ explaining that it refers 
to any type of situation where one may cause some- 
one else to stumble, literally or figuratively. Practically 
speaking, this includes the prohibition against enabling 
someone to commit a sin. However, it only applies to 
situations where this individual would not have been 
able to commit the sin without the assistance of another 
person. A classic example of this is when one transfers 
a prohibited item from the opposite side of a river, as it 
would otherwise have been inaccessible. 


HALAKHA 
Before the blind - 71 pb: It is prohibited to offer a cup 
of wine to a nazirite or a limb torn from a living animal 
to descendants of Noah when the prohibited item is in a 
place that the person cannot not reach by himself (Sefer 
Mitzvot Gadol, negative mitzva 168). 
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The Gemara answers: Blood is different, as it is juxtaposed in the 

Torah to water. As it is written with regard to blood: “You shall not 

eat it; you shall pour it out upon the earth like water” (Deuteron- 
omy 12:24). From here it is derived: Just as it is permitted to benefit 
from water, so too, it is permitted to benefit from blood. 


The Gemara asks: And say instead that blood is meant to be like 
water offered as a libation on the altar, which is consecrated and 
from which one is prohibited to benefit. Rabbi Abbahu said: The 
comparison to permitted water can be deduced from that which the 
verse says: “Like water [kamayim],’ meaning, like most water; and 
one is permitted to benefit from most types of water. The Gemara 
asks: And is it written: Most water? The Torah wrote: “Like water,” 
which could indicate a comparison to any type of water. Rather, Rav 
Ashi said that the verse should be understood as follows: Like water 
that is poured out, from which one may benefit, and not like water 
that is offered as a libation." Water offered on the altar is described 
using the term libation, and not using the term poured as found in 
the verse. 


The Gemara asks: And say that blood is meant to be like water 
poured before idolatry, from which one may not benefit. The Ge- 
mara rejects this: There, that is also called a libation and not pouring, 
as it is written: “Who did eat the fat of their sacrifices, and drink the 
wine of their libations” (Deuteronomy 32:38). 


The Gemara asks: According to Hizkiya, who says that: You shall not 
eat, indicates only that eating is prohibited but that benefit is permit- 
ted, for what halakha is blood juxtaposed to water? According to 

his opinion, there is no need for the verse to teach that one may 
benefit from blood. The Gemara answers that he needs this verse to 

derive that which was taught by Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba, as Rabbi 

Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: From where is it 

derived that the blood of sacrifices does not render food suscep- 
tible to ritual impurity? As it is stated: “You shall not eat it; you 

shall pour it out upon the earth like water” (Deuteronomy 12:24). 
Blood that is poured out like water, such as that of a slaughtered, 
non-sacrificial animal, renders food susceptible to ritual impurity. 
However, sacrificial blood, which is not poured out like water and 

is instead sprinkled on the altar, does not render food susceptible 

to ritual impurity. 


The Gemara further challenges Rabbi Abbahu’s opinion: And yet 

there is the prohibition against eating a limb cut from a living animal, 
as it is written: “Only be steadfast in not eating the blood; for 
the blood is the life; and you shall not eat the life with the flesh” 
(Deuteronomy 12:23). And it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi 

Natan says: From where is it derived that a person may not offer 
a cup of wine to a nazirite," who is prohibited from drinking wine, 
and that he may not offer a limb cut from a living animal to a 

descendant of Noah, who is prohibited by Noahide law from eating 
a limb from a living animal? The verse states: “You shall not put a 

stumbling block before the blind” (Leviticus 19:14)."" Causing 

another person to sin is like placing a stumbling block before a blind 

person; one who does so violates this prohibition. The prohibition 

of giving a limb from a living animal to a gentile is apparently due 

only to the prohibition of placing a stumbling block. However, it is 

permitted for one to throw it to dogs. Therefore, despite the fact that 

the verse says: “You shall not eat it,” apparently there is no prohibition 

against benefiting from this prohibited item. This challenges Rabbi 

Abbahu’s principle. 
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The Gemara answers: A limb from a living animal is different, as it is 
juxtaposed in the Torah to blood. As it is written: “Only be steadfast in 
not eating the blood; for the blood is the life; and you shall not eat the 
life with the flesh” (Deuteronomy 12:23). Just as it is permitted to benefit 
from blood, it is likewise permitted to benefit from a limb torn from a 
living animal. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Hizkiya, in order to teach what 
halakha is the prohibition against eating a limb from a living animal 
juxtaposed to the prohibition against eating blood? The Gemara answers: 
He could have said to you that the juxtaposition comes to teach the 
opposite. It is blood that is juxtaposed to a limb from a living animal 
to teach the following: Just as a limb from a living animal is prohibited, 
so too, blood of a living being is prohibited. And to which blood is 
this referring? This is referring to blood spilled in the process of blood- 
letting," through which the soul departs. That is considered to be blood 
from a living being, and even the descendants of Noah are prohibited 
from eating it (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


The Gemara asks: And yet there is the prohibition against eating the meat 
from an ox that is stoned," as the Merciful One says: “And if an ox gores 
a man or a woman to death, the ox shall be surely stoned, and of its flesh 
shall not be eaten; but the owner of the ox shall be clear” (Exodus 21:28). 
And it was taught in a baraita: By inference from that which is stated: 

“The ox shall surely be stoned,” in which case it is not to be slaughtered 
properly, don’t I know that it is an animal carcass, and it is prohibited 
to eat an animal carcass? What does it mean when the verse states: “Its 
flesh shall not be eaten”? The verse is telling you that even if one slaugh- 
tered the ox after its verdict had been reached but before it had been 
carried out, it is still prohibited. 


The baraita continues: I have derived only that one is prohibited from 
eating this ox; from where do I derive that one is prohibited from deriv- 
ing benefit from it as well? The verse states: “But the owner of the ox 
shall be clear [naki]? The Gemara asks: From where may it be inferred 
that one may not benefit from this ox? Shimon ben Zoma says: This is 
like a person who says to his fellow: So-and-so was left clear [naki] of 
his property, and he has no benefit from it at all. Similarly, “But the 
owner of the ox shall be clear” means that he has no benefit from the ox. 


The Gemara infers from the verse that the reason that it is prohibited to 
derive benefit from the ox is that the Torah specifically wrote: “But the 
owner of the ox shall be clear.” As, if this prohibition were derived from: 

“It shall not be eaten,” apparently the prohibition of eating would be 
implied, but the prohibition of deriving benefit would not be implied. 
This presents a challenge even for Hizkiya, who agrees that the passive 
formulation: “It shall not be eaten,” indicates that in addition one may not 
benefit from the item. 


The Gemara answers: Actually, the phrase: “It shall not be eaten” indi- 
cates both a prohibition of eating and a prohibition of deriving benefit. 
And the phrase: “But the owner of the ox shall be clear,’ comes to 
prohibit deriving benefit from the hide of the ox that has been stoned. 
And it is necessary to mention this explicitly, as it could enter your mind 
to say that since it is written: “Its flesh shall not be eaten,” with regard 
to its flesh, yes, it is prohibited, but with regard to its hide, no, it is not. 
Therefore, the verse teaches us that it is prohibited to benefit from its hide 
as well. 


The Gemara asks: And according to those tanna’im who expound this 
verse: “But the owner of the ox shall be clear,” for another interpretation, 
namely, to teach that the owner of an innocuous ox, i.e., one that is not 
known to cause damage with the intent to injure, is exempt from the pay- 
ment of half of the indemnity if that ox killed a person, or that he is ex- 
empt from payment for offspring if his ox gores a pregnant woman and 
causes her to miscarry; from where do they derive this prohibition 
against benefiting from the ox’s hide? The Gemara answers: They derive 
this halakha from the wording: “Of [et] its flesh.” The verse could have 
been formulated: And its flesh shall not be eaten. The addition of the word 
et comes to include that which is secondary to the flesh, i.e., the hide. 


HALAKHA 


Blood of bloodletting — mp7 D4: One who eats blood 
drawn from an animal through bloodletting, which 
leaves the animal in a steady stream, is liable to receive 
karet, as this is considered blood through which the 
soul departs (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 6:3). 


An ox that is stoned — bpo qiw: One may not eat or 
benefit from an ox after it has been condemned to be 
stoned, even if it was slaughtered before the verdict 
was carried out, in accordance with the Gemara here 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 4:22). 
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NOTES 


You shall be in awe of [et] the Lord your God - pay NY 
tpn: Many different issues were discussed with regard to this 
baraita, from several different angles. Some ask why Shimon 
HaAmmassoni did not hesitate when interpreting the verse: 
“And you shall love the [et] Lord, your God” (Deuteronomy 6:5), 
which appears earlier in the Torah. They suggest that it is easy 
to explain how Torah scholars could be included in the mitzva 
to love; however, it is more difficult to offer such an explanation 
about fear and awe, which are linked to reward and punish- 
ment (Maharsha; see Rif). Alternatively, perhaps the word et 
can be expounded upon in other ways aside from adding to 
the meaning of a verse. For example, it can be understood 
as a pause, or as an indication of a distinction between two 
different concepts. Therefore, Shimon HaAmmassoni was not 
troubled by these other verses. However, because in this case 
the word etis the first word of the verse containing the mitzva, 
he understood that it must be used in an inclusive manner 
(lyyun Ya'akov). A similar story is cited in the Jerusalem Talmud, 
although there the word et is interpreted to include both God 
and His Torah. 


Fruit that grows on a tree during the first three years after 
it was planted [orla] - any: It is prohibited to eat or derive 
benefit from the fruit that grows during the first three years 
after a tree has been planted; see Leviticus 19:23. This prohibi- 
tion applies only to the fruit but not to the other parts of the 
tree. In addition, the prohibition does not apply to trees planted 
as a fence either for property delineation or as a wind buffer 
rather than for their fruit. 


HALAKHA 


Benefit from orla - any NNIT: It is prohibited to eat or benefit 
from orla fruit, in accordance with the baraita (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 294:1). 
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The Gemara asks: And the other tanna, who derives the prohibi- 
tion against benefiting from the hide from the verse: “But the 
owner of the ox shall be clear,’ what does he learn from the addi- 
tional word et? The Gemara answers: This Sage does not interpret 
the word et as a means to derive new halakhot. He considers the 
word et to be an ordinary part of the sentence structure and not a 
source for exegetical exposition. 


As it was taught in a baraita: Shimon HaAmmassoni, and some 

say that it was Nehemya HaAmmassoni, would interpret all oc- 
currences of the word et in the Torah, deriving additional halakhot 
with regard to the particular subject matter. Once he reached the 

verse: “You shall be in awe of [et] the Lord your God;" you shall 

serve Him; and to Him you shall cleave, and by His name you shall 

swear” (Deuteronomy 10:20), he withdrew from this method of 
exposition, as how could one add to God Himself? His students 

said to him: Rabbi, what will be with all the etim that you inter- 
preted until now? He said to them: Just as I received reward for 
the interpretation, so I shall receive reward for my withdrawal 

from using this method of exposition. The word et in this verse was 

not explained until Rabbi Akiva came and expounded: “You 

shall be in awe of [et] the Lord your God”: The word et comes to 

include Torah scholars, and one is commanded to fear them just 
as one fears God. In any case, Shimon HaAmmassoni no longer 
derived additional halakhot from the word et. 


The Gemara further challenges: And yet there is the prohibition 
of fruit that grows on a tree during the first three years after it 
was planted [orla]," as the Merciful One says: “And when you 
come into the land, and you shall plant all types of trees for food, 
then you shall count the fruit thereof as prohibited; three years 
shall it be prohibited [arelim] to you; it shall not be eaten” (Le- 
viticus 19:23). And it was taught in a baraita: “Shall it be prohib- 
ited to you; it shall not be eaten”: I have only derived a prohibi- 
tion to eat it. From where do I derive that one may not even 
benefit from it, e.g., that he may not paint with the dye that can 
be extracted from the fruit, nor may he light a lamp with its oil?" 
The verse states: “You shall count the fruit thereof [orlato] as 
prohibited [araltem]; three years shall it be prohibited [arelim] 
to you; it shall not be eaten.” This repetition of the term arel comes 
to include all forms of benefit. 


The Gemara reads precisely: The reason that all forms of benefit 
are prohibited is that the Merciful One writes: “You shall count 
the fruit thereof as prohibited [araltem]; three years shall it be 
prohibited [arelim].’ The double use of the word arel indicates a 
two-fold prohibition. However, were that not the case, I would 
have said: The prohibition of eating is indicated here; however, 
the prohibition to derive benefit is not indicated. This is a chal- 
lenge even to Hizkiya’s opinion, as the verse says: “It shall not be 
eaten,” indicating that it is prohibited to derive benefit as well. 


The Gemara rejects this. Actually, in general, “it shall not be eaten’ 
indicates both a prohibition of eating and a prohibition to derive 
benefit. However, it is different there, with regard to orla, as it is 
written: “Three years shall it be prohibited [arelim] to you.” And, 
therefore, it was necessary for the verse to repeat the prohibition 
using several terms, as it could enter your mind to say that since 
it wrote “to you” it means that it shall be yours, namely that one 
is permitted to benefit from it. Therefore, it teaches us that it is 
prohibited to derive benefit. 


The Gemara asks: However, now that these words in the verses 
are written, indicating the prohibition to derive benefit from 
orla, why do I need the words “to you,’ i.e., what does this phrase 
teach us here? The Gemara answers: As it was taught in a baraita: 
That which is stated: “To you,” comes to include that which is 
planted 
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for the public;" all the details of the prohibition of orla apply to 
a tree planted for public purposes. Rabbi Yehuda says: This verse 
comes to exclude a tree planted for the public, i.e., it is exempt 
from the laws of orla. 


The Gemara explains: What is the reason for the opinion of the 
first tanna? As it is written: “And you shall plant.” That the 
mitzva applies to an individual is indicated, since planting a tree 
is ordinarily an individual activity; however, that the mitzva of orla 
applies to a tree planted for the public is not indicated by the 
verse. Therefore, the Merciful One writes “for you” in the plural, 
to include within this prohibition that which is planted for the 
public. And Rabbi Yehuda concedes that the phrase “and you 
shall plant” indicates that orla applies both to a tree planted for 
the public and for an individual; and the phrase “for you” also 
indicates that orla applies both to a tree planted for an individu- 
al and for the public. If so, then this is one amplificatory expres- 
sion after another, and there is a principle that one amplifica- 
tory expression after another is restrictive. Therefore, the term: 


“For you” comes to exclude from this prohibition a tree planted 


for the public. 


The Gemara further challenges Rabbi Abbahu's opinion: And yet 
there is the prohibition that a non-priest shall not eat teruma, as 
the Merciful One says: “No stranger shall eat of the sacred food; 
a tenant of a priest, or a hired servant, shall not eat of the sacred 
food” (Leviticus 22:10). And we learned in a mishna: One may 
establish an eiruv, such as a joining of Shabbat boundaries," on 
behalf of a nazirite" with wine, even though he may not drink it. 
And one may establish an eiruv on behalf of an Israelite with 
teruma, although it is prohibited for him to eat it. Apparently, it 
is permitted for an Israelite to derive benefit from the teruma even 
though the verse says: “He shall not eat.” This appears to be a 
challenge to the opinion of Rabbi Abbahu. 


Rav Pappa said: It is different there, with regard to teruma, as 
the verse said: “And your teruma shall be reckoned unto you, as 
though it were the grain of the threshing floor, and as the fullness 
of the winepress” (Numbers 18:27). The Sages derived from the 
inclusion of the possessive pronoun “your” that the teruma shall 
be yours;" therefore, it is permitted for an Israelite to benefit from 
teruma. The Gemara asks: And what does the other Sage, Hizkiya, 
derive from this phrase, as he holds that: “He shall not eat” already 
indicates that it is permitted to benefit from teruma? The Gemara 
answers: According to his opinion the phrase: “Your teruma” is 
referring to all of the teruma of the entire Jewish people. This is 
common biblical vernacular, and nothing may be derived from it. 


HALAKHA 
That which is planted for the public - pa pots: Ifa 
person plants a tree for public use in his own field, it is 
bound by the restrictions of orla. If he did so outside of 


Eretz Yisrael, the tree is exempt from the halakhot of orla 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 294:25). 


One may establish an eiruv on behalf of a nazirite - 
v pawn: One may establish an eiruv for a nazirite with 
wine and for an Israelite with teruma (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 386:8). 


NOTES 


Joining of Shabbat boundaries — pann apy: It is prohibited 
to walk more than 2,000 cubits from one’s home on Shabbat. 
However, the entire city in which he lives is considered his place 
of residence, and the 2,000 cubits are measured from the city 
limits. Since this prohibition, at least its major aspects, is rabbinic 
in origin, the Sages also provided a method to extend the limit 
of 2,000 cubits. By placing, before Shabbat, enough food for a 
small meal somewhere within one’s 2,000-cubit limit, even at 
its farthest edge, one establishes that location as his place of 
residence for Shabbat, and the 2,000 cubits are subsequently 


measured from there. This placing of food to extend the dis- 
tance one is permitted to walk on Shabbat is called the joining 
of boundaries, and the halakhot governing the subject are 
detailed in tractate Firuvin. A blessing is recited when placing 
a joining of boundaries: Concerning the commandment of 
joining. 


The teruma shall be yours — XA baby Danan: The Gemara 
here seems to state that an Israelite may derive benefit from 
teruma. This presents a difficulty, as it is clear from other sources 


that an Israelite is prohibited not only to eat and drink teruma, 
but also to anoint himself with it. However, a distinction can be 
made between deriving benefit from teruma in a manner that 
diminishes or consumes the teruma, which is prohibited, and 
deriving benefit from teruma in a manner that neither dimin- 
ishes nor consumes it, which is permitted. Therefore, as stated in 
the mishna, the benefit derived from using teruma for an eiruv 
is permitted, as is the benefit of discretion, i.e., benefit accrued 
from the option of giving teruma and tithes to the Levite that 
he chooses (see Meiri). 
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And is it written, no other element - 0X 737 pg 7973 
ana: A limitation of this type can be applied only where 
there is some hint to it in the verse. For example, if the verse 
explicitly said that the extra hair grown by the nazirite is 
consecrated, one could derive that this is only the case for 
his hair, but not for any other item. Since no such limita- 
tion is found in the verse itself, it should be understood in 
a straightforward manner. 


One may harvest as fodder and feed it - nnw wWip 
Dga: Some explain that one is permitted to harvest 
grain at this time only because the grain is still unripe and 
therefore does not yet have the legal status of prohibited 
new grain; consequently, it would be permitted for even 
a person to eat it (see Meri). Others explain that one is 
permitted to harvest even grain that is fully ripened to feed 
to one’s animal, but this allowance is limited to wheat; one 
may not harvest barley for that purpose until after the omer 
is offered (Tzafnat Pane'ah). 
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The Gemara continues to challenge Rabbi Abbahu’s opinion: And 
yet there is the prohibition against the nazirite eating grape prod- 
ucts, as the Merciful One says: “All the days of his naziriteship he 
shall eat nothing that is made of the grapevine, from the seeds to 
the grape skin” (Numbers 6:4). And we learned in the mishna: 
One may establish an eiruv on behalf of a nazirite with wine even 
though he may not drink it. Apparently, a nazirite may derive ben- 
efit from wine despite the fact that the verse says that he may not 
drink it. Mar Zutra said: It is different there, as the verse said: 
“His naziriteship.” He derives from this verse that it shall be his; in 
other words, the nazirite may continue to own wine and to benefit 
from it. 


Rav Ashi said: This halakha is derived from another source. As the 
verse says: “He shall be sacred, he shall let the locks of the hair 
of his head grow long” (Numbers 6:5). Rav Ashi reads the verse 
precisely to indicate that the growth of the nazirite’s hair is sacred 
and must be burned, but no other element of his naziriteship 
is sacred. In other words, he may derive benefit from the other 
elements prohibited to him during his naziriteship, i.e., from grape 
products. The Gemara challenges: And is it written: No other 
element" of his naziriteship? There is no indication that this state- 
ment means that the prohibition against deriving benefit is limited 
to this one element. Rather, it is clear that the derivation of this 
halakha is in accordance with the explanation of Mar Zutra. 


The Gemara continues to challenge Rabbi Abbahu'’s opinion: And 
yet there is the prohibition of new grain, which was harvested before 
the bringing of the omer offering, as the Merciful One says: “And 
you shall eat neither bread, nor parched grain, nor fresh stalks 
until this day itself, until you have brought the offering of your 
God; it is a statute forever throughout your generations in all your 
dwellings” (Leviticus 23:14). And we learned in a mishna: One may 
harvest grain before the omer as fodder" and feed it" to his animal. 
Apparently, one may derive benefit from this grain even though the 
verse says: “You shall not eat.” 


Rav Shemaya said: It is different there, as the verse said: “Your 
harvest” (Leviticus 23:10), indicating that your harvest will be 
yours. In other words, one may benefit from it, as it is still consid- 
ered to be his. The Gemara asks: And what does the other Sage, 
Hizkiya, derive from this phrase? The Gemara answers that accord- 
ing to his opinion, “your harvest” is referring to the harvest of the 
entire Jewish people. This is common biblical vernacular, and 
nothing may be derived from it. 


The Gemara challenges both opinions. And yet there is the prohibi- 
tion against eating creeping animals, as the Merciful One says: 

“And every creeping thing that swarms upon the earth is a detestable 

thing; it shall not be eaten” (Leviticus 11:41). And we learned in a 

mishna: If hunters of undomesticated animals, birds, and fish 

happen to catch non-kosher species that they did not intend to 

trap, it is permitted for them to sell them to gentiles.” Apparently, 
one may derive benefit from non-kosher species even though the 

verse says: “It shall not be eaten.” The Gemara answers: It is differ- 
ent there, as the verse said: “For you” (Leviticus 11:10), indicating 

that they will be yours, that one may derive benefit from them. 


HALAKHA 


One may harvest as fodder - nnw> wip: One may harvest 
grain that is less than a third of its full growth for animal feed, 
even before the omer has been offered (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 7:15). 


Commerce with non-kosher creatures — DAY O37 INA: 
One may not engage in commerce with impure animals that are 


designated for consumption. One may sell animals that are not 
designated for consumption although people may sometimes 
eat them. If one happened to trap a non-kosher animal, or if a 
merchant received non-kosher animals along with other items 
that he purchased, he may sell them. However, one should not 
be involved in trading these animals at all ab initio (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh Dea 117). 
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NOTES = =—W—___—_—__- 
Be astounded with yourself - asy by man: This expression 
means: How can you make this claim without any explanation 


IKE 119) abnms> DN PITIN The Gemara asks: Ifso, that it is permitted to derive benefit from 
ana- nyy xP yT MDT these creeping animals, then even if one intends to catch them 
it should also: Ds permitted to-sell them to genes ab initio. or verse to support it? Some explain that the reason Rabbi Yosei 
However, the mishna indicates that this is prohibited. The Ge- HaGelili permits one to derive benefit from leavened bread on 
mara answers: It is different here, in the case of creeping ani- Passover is that he adds another positive mitzva with regard 
mals, as the verse said: “They shall be” (Leviticus 11:11). It is to a different issue, so he cannot count this prohibition among 
derived from this that they shall be as they are. In other words, the 613 commandments that are traditionally understood to be 
they should remain in their detestable state, and one should stay | contained in the Torah (Mitzpeh Eitan). 


away from them. 


am 


xb” ana D) mah airiai The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Hizkiya, 
aay ros m1) ya why do I need the verse to write: “It shall not be eaten,” to 
teach that one may not derive benefit from them, and afterward 
to say: “For you,” to permit deriving benefit from them? Let 
the Merciful One not write: “It shall not be eaten,’ and it will 
not need to say: “For you.” Hizkiya could have said to you: My 
reason is also derived from here, as this verse is a central source 
for my opinion. Since the verse needed to say explicitly: “For 
you,’ it is evident that when the Torah writes only: “It shall not 
be eaten,” it is indicating that it is prohibited to benefit from the 
item as well. 


Kby hove xy wit) Sin xb 
KAYY Ppr p: OX vos ya 
KITI PTI 


box xb” “ax NITTI Yan IM The Gemara further challenges the opinions of Hizkiya and 
ON bibyppina Kam "ynn Rabbi Abbahu: And yet there is the prohibition of leavened 
mee ynn Aom anys Gay =a Dread, as the Merciful One says: “Leavened bread shall not 
DAT yxy PYV be mana be eaten,” and it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei HaGe- 
lili says: Be astounded with yourself;" how is it prohibited to 
"ANY si ahal by: ‘NT? VAST derive benefit from leavened bread for all seven days? Appar- 
KP Jw ently, he holds that it is permitted for one to derive benefit from 
leavened bread for all seven days of Passover and certainly after- 
ward. The Gemara answers: It is different there, as the verse 
said: “Matzot shall be eaten throughout the seven days; and no 
leavened bread shall be seen with you, neither shall there be 
leaven seen with you, in all your borders” (Exodus 13:7). The 
phrase “with you” indicates that it is yours, i.e., it is still consid- 
ered to be in one’s possession, and it is permitted for him to 

derive benefit from it. 


TOK YON Jed gasy by man 


bax AINSI) TIEN IN je :2211 The Gemara asks: And what do the Rabbis, who say that it is 
73 bw DINK by agi TAN prohibited to derive benefit from leavened bread, learn from the 
on mb HATTIN) phrase “with you”? The Gemara answers: They derive that you 
>T: oss #7 "+ may not see your own leavened bread; however, you may see 
that of others and that which is consecrated to God but re- 
mained in one’s possession. The Gemara asks: And what does 
the other Sage, Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, say about this halakha? 
The Gemara answers: There are two occurrences of the phrase 
“with you” written. One indicates that it is permitted to see 
leavened bread that belongs to a gentile, and the other indicates 
that one may derive benefit from leavened bread. 


3M) inwasw tiia 30 TPN) The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of the other 
nbn : TPM) Anwar xby rag Sages, the Rabbis, why is the phrase “with you” written twice? 
IM UNWEIT PN DN È They explain: One is written with regard to a gentile whom 
oy yona he has conquered, i.e., who is under his control. And the other 
74 itz% is written with regard to a gentile whom he has not conquered. 
In either case, one is permitted to keep the gentile’s leavened 
bread in his possession on Passover. And from where does the 
other Sage, Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, derive this halakha that one 
may see even the leavened bread of a gentile who is under his 
control? He points out that there are three occurrences of the 
phrase “with you” written. And what do the other Sages, the 
Rabbis, learn from the extra instance of the phrase “with you”? 
They learn that it is used once to teach about leaven, and once 
to teach about leavened bread. And they are both necessary 
and must be mentioned explicitly, as one cannot derive this 
principle with regard to leavened bread from leaven or vice 
versa. 
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NOTES 


Ritual impurity of fat - abn Mxraiw: It seems that this discus- 


sion should be understood as pertaining to a tereifa, an animal 


with a condition that will cause it to die within twelve months. 


An animal carcass is itself ritually impure, in which case the 
question would be whether the impurity takes effect upon 
the fat. However, with regard to a tereifa there is no ritual 
impurity at all (Maharam Halawa). 
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The Gemara suggests: Let us say this dispute between Hizkiya and 
Rabbi Abbahu with regard to the implication of the phrase: It shall 
not be eaten, is parallel to a dispute between tanna’im. The verse 
states: “And the fat of the animal carcass, and the fat of that which 
is torn of beasts, may be used for any other service; but you shall 
surely not eat of it” (Leviticus 7:24). What does it mean when the 
verse states: “For any other service”? I might have thought that 
with regard to the Temple service it should be permitted to use 
this fat for the following reason: Because fats may generally be 
offered on the altar, it is as though it is permitted to consume them; 
therefore, they may be used for other sacred purposes as well. 
However, I might have thought that with regard to common use 
it should be prohibited to use them, as the verse states: “You shall 
surely not eat of it.” Therefore, the verse states: “For any other 
service,’ meaning that its use is permitted in all contexts. This is 
the statement of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. 


Rabbi Akiva says: Although its use is clearly permitted, I might 
have thought that despite the fact that an animal carcass is impure, 
with regard to common use its fat should be ritually pure; how- 
ever, with regard to the Temple service it should be ritually 
impure." Therefore, the verse states: “For any other service,” 
meaning that it is considered pure in all contexts. 


The Gemara explains their dispute: Rabbi Yosei HaGelili holds 
that with regard to purity and impurity no verse is necessary, as 
there is no reason to assume that the fat of an animal carcass is 
impure. The verse is necessary to establish the prohibited or 
permitted status of this fat. And Rabbi Akiva holds that to teach 
whether this fat is prohibited or permitted no separate verse is 
necessary; it is necessary to establish its status with regard to 
ritual purity or impurity. 


The Gemara asks: What, is it not that they disagree about this, 
the following issue? Rabbi Yosei HaGelili holds: “You shall not 
eat” indicates both the prohibition of eating and the prohibition 
of deriving benefit; therefore, one may not derive benefit from an 
animal carcass. And when the verse came and said: “For any oth- 
er service,’ it came to permit one to derive benefit from an animal 
carcass. And Rabbi Akiva holds: “You shall not eat” indicates 
that there is only a prohibition of eating; it does not indicate a 
prohibition of deriving benefit. Therefore, no verse is necessary 
to learn that it is permitted to derive benefit from an animal carcass. 
When the verse came and said: “For any other service,’ it came 
to teach about the halakhot of ritual purity and impurity. Appar- 
ently, there is a tannaitic dispute about the meaning of the words: 


“You shall not eat.” 


The Gemara rejects this assumption. No, it is possible to say 
that everyone holds that “You shall not eat” indicates both a 
prohibition of eating and a prohibition of deriving benefit. And 
here, they disagree about this: Rabbi Yosei HaGelili holds that 
when it was permitted to derive benefit from an animal carcass, 
the carcass itself was permitted; however, its fat and its sinews 
were not permitted. And the phrase “for any other service” in the 
verse is necessary to permit one to derive benefit from this fat. 
However, Rabbi Akiva holds: When it was permitted to derive 
benefit from an animal carcass, it was also permitted to derive 
benefit from its fat and sinews. Therefore, the phrase “for any 
other service” in the verse is necessary for the issue of purity and 
impurity. 
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The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei 

HaGelili, we find that the Merciful One explicitly permits one 

to derive benefit from fat; however, let us say that the sinew of 
the sciatic nerve is prohibited. The Gemara answers: If you wish, 
say that it is indeed so that it is prohibited to derive benefit from 

the sciatic nerve. And if you wish, say instead that one is permit- 
ted to derive benefit from the sciatic nerve, and Rabbi Yosei 

HaGelili derives that the sciatic nerve is permitted through an 

a fortiori inference: If with regard to forbidden fat, for which 

one is punished with karet ifhe eats it intentionally, it is permit- 
ted to derive benefit, with regard to the sciatic nerve, for which 

the punishment for one who eats it is not karet, all the more so 

is it not clear that it is permitted to derive benefit? 


The Gemara asks: And why does Rabbi Shimon, who prohibits 
deriving benefit from the sciatic nerve, not accept this a fortiori 
inference? The Gemara answers: This inference can be refuted," 
as it is possible to say: What is unique to fat? It is that it is re- 
leased from its general prohibition with regard to non-domes- 
ticated animals, as the prohibition only applies to the fats of 
kosher domesticated animals. Can you say the same with regard 
to the sciatic nerve, which is not released from its general 
prohibition with regard to non-domesticated animals and re- 
mains prohibited? Apparently, in some ways the prohibition of 
the sciatic nerve is more stringent than that of fat. 


The Gemara asks: And how does the other Sage, Rabbi Yosei, 
who permits one to derive benefit from the sciatic nerve based 
on this a fortiori inference, respond? The Gemara says: When we 
state this a fortiori inference, it is with regard to a domesticated 
animal; in any case, with regard to a domesticated animal its 
fat is not permitted. Since with regard to a domesticated animal 
the prohibition of fat is more stringent than that of the sciatic 
nerve, the a fortiori inference is valid. 


After discussing numerous cases that involve prohibitions of eat- 
ing and deriving benefit, the Gemara asks: Since we raised objec- 
tions from all of these verses and answered them, and in every 
case it is apparent that despite the fact that the verse said: “You 

shall not eat” there was no dispute as to whether or not one may 
derive benefit from these items, then with regard to what issue 

do Hizkiya and Rabbi Abbahu disagree?" The Gemara answers: 
They disagree with regard to leavened bread on Passover, in 

accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who prohibit one 

to derive benefit from it; and they disagree with regard to an ox 
that is stoned, in accordance with everyone. The Gemara ex- 
plains: Hizkiya derived that it is prohibited to derive benefit in 

this case from the words: “It shall not be eaten,” and Rabbi 

Abbahu derived that it is prohibited from the fact that the Torah 

explicitly had to permit one to derive benefit in the case of an 

animal carcass. 


The Gemara asks: Now, both according to the one Master and 
according to the other Master, it is prohibited to derive benefit 
from these items. The fact that they disagree about the source of 
this halakha notwithstanding, what is the practical difference 
between them? The Gemara answers: The practical difference 
between them is with regard to non-sacrificial animals that 
were slaughtered in the Temple courtyard. Hizkiya holds: “It 
shall not be eaten” comes to exclude these cases of leavened 
bread and the ox that is stoned. Although in most cases a prohibi- 
tion against eating does not extend to a prohibition against 
deriving benefit, the language of the verse in these cases indicates 
that there is a prohibition against deriving benefit as well. 
Furthermore, “It shall be thrown to the dog” comes to exclude 
non-sacrificial animals slaughtered in the Temple courtyard, 
indicating that it is prohibited to derive benefit from them. 


————— NOTES 9——_____- 
This can be refuted - sod ax: Even though an a for- 
tiori inference appears to be one of the most straightforward 
methods for expounding upon the Torah, its application is no 
simple matter. One of the ways to reject an a fortiori inference 
is through the type of refutation brought here. An a fortiori 
inference is based on the assumption that one case is more 
stringent than another. If one can prove that the supposed le- 
nient case has a more stringent element, or that the stringent 
case has amore lenient element, then the a fortiori inference 
has been undermined. Even if the refutation does not under- 
mine the overall imbalance in stringency between the cases, 
it still may be enough to prove that the a fortiori inference 
cannot serve as a basis for halakhic deductions in this case. 


With regard to what do they disagree - bp xna: This 
question is surprising in this case, as the difference in princi- 
ple between the two opinions, which is the typical answer to 
this question, is clear. The principle underlying each opinion 
is clearly presented, given all the exceptions that have been 
cited, and it seems that the principle each one advances is 
actually quite limited, resulting only in each finding different 
sources for the same halakhot. The more pertinent ques- 
tion is the next question asked by the Gemara: What is the 
practical difference between the two opinions? Nonetheless, 
it appears that this question is asked here as a means to sum- 
marize the lengthy discussion in the Gemara. 
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However, Rabbi Abbahu holds that according to Rabbi Yehuda, 
who maintained that the prohibition against eating an animal car- 
cass cannot be used to derive the prohibition against deriving ben- 
efit: “It shall be thrown to the dog” comes to exclude these two 
cases, leavened bread and an ox that is stoned, where deriving ben- 
efit is prohibited. And the prohibition to derive benefit from non- 
sacrificial animals slaughtered in the Temple courtyard is not by 
Torah law, as there is no source from which to derive this prohibi- 
tion. Therefore, the only practical difference between them is 
whether the prohibition of deriving benefit from non-sacrificial 
animals slaughtered in the Temple courtyard is by Torah law or by 
rabbinic law. 


The Gemara relates: One of the Sages sat before Rabbi Shmuel bar 
Nahmani, and he sat and said in the name of Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Levi: From where is it derived with regard to all the prohibitions 
in the Torah that just as it is prohibited to eat them, so too, it is 
prohibited to benefit from them? And what are the prohibited 
objects to which this statement refers? They are leavened bread on 
Passover and an ox that is stoned. The Gemara asks: Why ask from 
where? Derive the prohibition from the phrase: “It shall not be 
eaten.” The Gemara answers that he derived a prohibition of eat- 
ing this item from: “It shall not be eaten”; however, he did not 
derive a prohibition of deriving benefit" from this phrase. 


The Gemara challenges: Derive this general prohibition against 
deriving benefit from the fact that the Torah had to explicitly permit 
one to benefit from an animal carcass. The Gemara answers: Rab- 
bi Yehoshua ben Levi holds in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, who said with regard to an animal carcass: The 
matters are as they are written, and the words in the verse do not 
indicate anything beyond their simple meaning. 


The Gemara challenges: Ifhe holds in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda, then let him derive this halakha from where 
Rabbi Yehuda derives it, i.e., from the verse: “And you shall be 
sacred men unto Me; therefore you shall not eat any flesh that is 
torn of beasts in the field; you shall cast it to the dog” (Exodus 
22:30). Rabbi Yehuda expounded that one may throw it to a dog, but 
one may not throw any of the other prohibited items mentioned in 
the Torah to a dog. From this he infers that it is prohibited to derive 
benefit from leavened bread on Passover or from other similar items. 


The Gemara responds: This Sage holds that the prohibition to de- 
rive benefit from non-sacrificial animals that were slaughtered in 

the Temple courtyard is by Torah law, and that it is the word “it” 
in the verse that indicates they are prohibited. And from where is 

it derived that this prohibition against deriving benefit applies to 

leavened bread and to an ox that is stoned as well? As it is written: 

“And no sin-offering, of which any of the blood is brought into the 

Tent of Meeting to make atonement in the sacred place, shall be 

eaten; it shall be burnt with fire” (Leviticus 6:23). 


As there is no need for the verse to state: “It shall be burnt with 

fire”; And for what purpose then does the verse state: “It shall 

be burnt with fire”? Ifit does not apply to the subject matter itself 
in its context, as it is already written: “And Moshe diligently in- 
quired about the goat of the sin-offering, and, behold, it was burnt” 
(Leviticus 10:16), apply it to the matter of all the prohibitions in 

the Torah. 


He did not derive a prohibition of deriving benefit - 11x 
mh yawn x MIM: It appears that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi is 
presenting an alternate opinion of how to understand the verses. 
Rabbi Abbahu contends that “You shall not eat” indicates that it is 
prohibited both to eat and to derive benefit from the item, while 
according to Hizkiya this means that one is prohibited only to 


NOTES 


eat the item. However, Rabbi Abbahu and Hizkiya agree that the 
expression “It shall not be eaten” indicates that one is prohibited 
to derive benefit from a certain item as well. Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Levi, on the other hand, claims that even this phrase indicates 
only that it is prohibited to eat the given item; however, deriving 
benefit from it is permitted. 
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And if it does not apply to the matter of the prohibition against 
eating, as the prohibition against eating these items has already been 
mentioned, apply it to the matter of the prohibition of deriving 
benefit. 


The Gemara continues: Lest one say that the verse indicates that just 
as here, the sin-offering is disposed of with burning, so too, all the 
prohibited items in the Torah must be disposed of with burning, 
therefore the verse said: “In the sacred place... shall be burnt with 
fire” (Leviticus 6:23)." This indicates that only that which is dis- 
qualified in the sacred place is disposed of with burning, but all 
other prohibited items in the Torah need not be disposed of with 
burning. 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani asked: And did this verse: “In the sa- 
cred place... shall be burnt with fire,” come to teach this halakha? 
It is needed to teach in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon, as it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon says: “In 
the sacred place...shall be burnt with fire”; this taught that one 
must burn a disqualified sin-offering in the sacred place, and not 
outside the Temple. And I have only derived this, meaning the sin- 
offering. From where do I derive that disqualified offerings of the 
most sacred order and portions consumed on the altar, such as 
the fats of offerings of minor sanctity that become impure, are 
burned in the Temple courtyard? The verse states: “In the sacred 
place... shall be burnt with fire.” This indicates that any disqualified 
offering must be burned in the sacred place. 


The Sage who taught this halakha to Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani 
said to him: Rabbi Yonatan, your teacher, said that same halakha 
from this verse: “And if the flesh of the consecration offering, or 
of the bread, remains until the morning, then you shall burn the 
leftover with fire; it shall not be eaten, because it is sacred” (Exodus 
29:34). As there is no need for the verse to state: “It shall not be 
eaten,” what is the meaning when the verse states: “It shall not be 
eaten”? If it does not refer to the subject matter itself, as it is al- 
ready written explicitly: “Then you shall burn the leftover with 
fire,’ which indicates that one may not eat it, refer it to the matter 
of the other prohibitions in the Torah. And if it does not refer to 
the matter of the prohibition against eating, as eating these items 
is explicitly prohibited, refer it to the matter of the prohibition of 
deriving benefit. This indicates that it is prohibited for one to derive 
benefit from any item that it is prohibited for him to eat. 


The Gemara continues: Lest one say that the verse indicates that just 
as here, the sin-offering is disposed of with burning, so too, all the 
prohibited items in the Torah, from which one may not benefit, 
must be disposed of with burning, therefore the verse said: “You 
shall burn the leftover,’ indicating that the leftover" sacrificial meat 
must be disposed of with burning; however, all other prohibitions 
in the Torah need not be disposed of with burning, despite the fact 
that it is prohibited to derive benefit from them. 


The Gemara challenges: And did this phrase: “It shall not be eaten,’ 
come to teach this prohibition against deriving benefit? This phrase 

is needed to teach in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, 
as Rabbi Elazar said with regard to the statement in the verse: “It 

shall not be eaten, because it is sacred,” that the verse comes to 

place a negative mitzva of eating on whatever has been rendered 

disqualified in the sacred place. In other words, this verse teaches 

a general halakha that one who eats from offerings that have been 

disqualified in the Temple transgresses a negative mitzva and is li- 
able to be flogged. It teaches nothing with regard to a prohibition 

against deriving benefit. 


NOTES 
In the sacred place... 


shall be burnt with fire - wtpa 


WH wyga: It seems that the verse is expounded upon 
in the following manner: The verse says: “And any sin- 


offering, from which any of the 
he Tent of Meeting to make ato’ 
place, shall not be eaten; it shal 


creating the adapted phrase: “In t 
be burned with fire.” This new 


ime permitted for it to be eaten. 


blood is brought into 
nement in the sacred 
be burned with fire.” 


The Gemara singles out certain words from this phrase, 


e sacred place. . shall 
phrase indicates that 


any item that became impure in the sacred place in 
he Temple must be burned with fire (Maharam Halawa). 


Leftover — i3: Part of an offering left over after the 


One who eats the left- 


over portion of an offering is subject to karet. The Sages 


decreed that the leftover portion 
ritually impure, so that the priests 
meticulous in its removal. 


should be considered 
would be prompt and 
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NOTES 


Negative mitzva stated in general terms — nibboaw wd: ATorah 
prohibition containing several particular prohibitions of different 
inds. For example, the verse: “You shall not eat anything with 
he blood" (Leviticus 19:26) contains several prohibitions, among 
hem the prohibition against eating an animal before it is dead, the 
prohibition against eating a sacrificial animal before its blood has 
been sprinkled on the altar, and the prohibition forbidding judges 
who have condemned a man to death from eating on the day of 
his execution. No punishment is administered by an earthly court 
or the violation of a prohibition of this kind, even if one violates 
all the individual prohibitions at once. 
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Abaye said: Actually, derive this halakha from the first verse 
cited by Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi: “And any sin-offering, of 
which any of the blood is brought into the tent of meeting to 
make atonement in the sacred place, shall not be eaten; it shall 
be burnt with fire” (Leviticus 6:23). And reverse the construct 
of his exposition. Let the verse write: “It shall be burnt with 
fire,’ and it will not need to write: “Shall not be eaten.” For 
what purpose then does the verse state: “It shall not be eat- 
en”? If it does not apply to the subject matter itself, as that 
was already derived from the statement of Rabbi Elazar that 
whatever has been rendered disqualified in the sacred place may 
not be eaten, apply it to all other prohibitions in the Torah, 
including leavened bread on Passover and a stoned ox. And if 
it does not apply to the prohibition against eating, which is 
written explicitly, then apply it to the prohibition of deriving 
benefit. 


The Gemara asks: Lest one say that the verse indicates that just 
as here, the leftover sacrificial meat is disposed of with burning, 
so too, all the prohibited items in the Torah, from which one 
may not benefit, must be disposed of with burning, therefore 
the verse said: “You shall burn the leftover,’ indicating that the 
leftover sacrificial meat must be disposed of with burning; 
however, all other prohibited items in the Torah need not be 
disposed of with burning. 


Rav Pappa said to Abaye: And why do you hold that the 
phrase: “You shall not eat,’ describing the sin-offering that was 
sacrificed inside the Sanctuary, is not needed for other pur- 
poses? Say that this expression comes in order to designate a 
negative mitzva for this prohibition itself. As, if this prohibi- 
tion were derived only from the source quoted by Rabbi Elazar, 
there will be a prohibition to eat the meat of the sin-offering 
whose blood was brought into the sanctuary; however, one 
would not be liable to be flogged for violating it, because one 
is not flogged for violating a negative mitzva stated in gen- 
eral terms." One is not flogged for violating a negative mitzva 
that contains several different prohibitions, such as this one, 
which refers to all disqualified offerings. This is because the 
negative mitzva is formulated too broadly. Therefore, it is pos- 
sible to say that when the Torah states: “You shall not eat” with 
regard to this issue, it is teaching that there is a particular pro- 
hibition here and that one is flogged for violating it. If so, the 
verse cannot indicate a general prohibition against deriving 


benefit. 


Rather, this suggestion should be rejected, and Rav Pappa said 
that one derives this halakha from here: “And the flesh that 
touches any impure thing shall not be eaten; it shall be burnt 
with fire. And as for the flesh, every one that is pure may eat of 
it” (Leviticus 7:19). As there is no need for the verse to state: 
“Tt shall not be eaten,” what does it mean when the verse states: 


“It shall not be eaten”? 


If it does not refer to the subject matter itself, as that can be 
derived by means of an a fortiori inference from the second 
tithe, the halakhot of which are more lenient than those of 
offerings, then it must refer to something else. As it is possible 
to say: If with regard to the second tithe, which is more lenient 
because it does not have the status of an offering, the Torah 
said that when one recites the confession over the tithes, when 
destroying the tithes remaining in one’s possession that had not 
yet been given to the appropriate recipient, he says: “I have not 
eaten from it in my mourning, neither have I removed it while 
impure” (Deuteronomy 26:14), indicating that it is prohibited 
for one to remove tithes while impure, then with regard to 
consecrated meat, which is more stringent, all the more so is 
it not clear that it may not be eaten while a person is impure? 
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And if you say that there is a general principle that we do not warn, 
i.e., we may not deduce a prohibition, through logical derivation" 
alone, then one could respond that his issue is not only derived 
through an a fortiori inference; rather, it is also derived from 
an analogy based on a juxtaposition. As it is written: “You may 
not eat within your gates the tithe of your grain, or of your wine, 
or of your oil, or the firstborn of your herd or of your flock, nor 
any of your vows which you have vowed, nor your voluntary offer- 
ings, nor the offering of your hand” (Deuteronomy 12:17). Since the 
verse itself juxtaposes tithes to offerings, it indicates that there is a 
prohibition with regard to offerings just as there is with regard to 
tithes. 


The Gemara continues explaining Rav Pappa’s opinion: For what 
purpose then does the verse state: “It shall not be eaten” with 
regard to impure consecrated meat? If it does not apply to the 
subject matter of this verse itself, as that prohibition is derived from 
the second tithe, then apply it to the matter of all prohibited items 
in the Torah. And if it does not apply to the prohibition against 
eating, since that is clear, apply it to the prohibition of deriving 
benefit. 


And if you say: Lest one say that the verse indicates that just as here, 
the meat that became impure in the Temple is disposed of with 
burning, so too, all the prohibited items in the Torah must be 
disposed of with burning, therefore the verse said: “The leftover,” 
indicating that the leftover sacrificial meat must be disposed of 
with burning; however, all other prohibited items in the Torah 
need not be disposed of with burning. 


Ravina said to Rav Ashi: And say that this expression: “It shall not 
be eaten,” comes to teach not the prohibition against deriving ben- 
efit, but rather that one who transgresses this negative mitzva vio- 
lates two prohibitions. And there is precedent for such an explana- 
tion, as didn’t Abaye say with regard to a parallel case: If one ate a 
small water creature [putita],"® he is flogged with four sets of 
lashes" because one violates four prohibitions when eating such a 
creature? Two of these prohibitions are found in the verse that 
discusses all types of creeping animals: “You shall not make your- 
selves detestable with any swarming thing that swarms, neither shall 
you make yourselves impure with them, that you should be defiled 
by them” (Leviticus 11:43). A third prohibition applies to creeping 
animals that live in the water, as the verses say: “And all that have 
neither fins nor scales ... They shall be a detestable thing unto you; 
you shall not eat of their flesh” (Leviticus 11:10-11). A fourth prohi- 
bition is cited in the verse: “And whatever does not have fins and 
scales you shall not eat; it is impure unto you” (Deuteronomy 14:10). 


Similarly, if one ate an ant, he is flogged with five sets of lashes, two 
sets for the previously mentioned prohibitions of eating a creeping 
animal, a third based on the verse: “And every creeping thing that 
swarms upon the earth is a detestable thing; it shall not be eaten” 
(Leviticus 11:41), and a fourth based on the verse: “All creeping 
things that swarm upon the earth, them you shall not eat; for they 
are a detestable thing” (Leviticus 11:42). A fifth prohibition is stated 
in the verse: “You shall not make yourselves impure through every 
creeping thing that swarms upon the earth” (Leviticus 11:44). 


NOTES — 


| BACKGROUND 

Small water creature [putita] — xmo13: Though it is univer- 
sally agreed that a putita is a small water creature, there is 
no consensus among commentators or academic scholars 
as to what specifically this creature is. Rabbeinu Yeruham 
translates it as caracol, the Spanish word for snail. The Ram- 
bam, on the other hand, deduces from the enumerated 
punishment (see note) that the putita must possess a set 
of characteristics not seen together in any animal currently 
known to man, eliciting from the Ra’avad the frustrated pro- 
nouncement:"This gatherer has gathered things that do not 
exist in the world!” 


Marine snail 


We do not warn through logical derivation — p pya px 
ptm: This is based on the fundamental principle that a court 
may not administer punishment if there were no witnesses 
who warned the perpetrator before he committed the trans- 
gression. So too, it is understood that one cannot be punished 
for a transgression unless the Torah issues a warning that the 
act is prohibited. Such warnings cannot be deduced through 
an a fortiori inference alone, although they may be deduced 
through a verbal analogy and other common methods of 
extrapolation passed down through tradition. The reason for 
this is that one cannot be certain of the particular reasoning 
behind a prohibition; therefore, although a prohibition may 


make logical sense, that does not guarantee that it is, in fact, 
prohibited. 


If one ate a small water creature — K995 bons: One trans- 
gresses the prohibition of eating this creature even if one con- 
sumes less than an olive-bulk. This is because it is a whole 
creature in its original form, and its consumption is deemed 
significant. 


He is flogged with four sets of lashes - yaq% mpi: In his 
introduction to Sefer HaMitzvot, the Rambam lists basic prin- 
ciples about enumerating negative mitzvot. As a general rule, 
he states: Even if a prohibition is mentioned many times, one 


does not commit numerous violations if he transgresses it, as 
the multiple sources serve merely as a repetition of the same 
principle. He cites several proofs to support this opinion. Based 
on this opinion, he presents a somewhat forced explanation of 
the Gemara's statement here with regard to one who eats a pu- 
tita. The Rambam claims that this is a unique creature to which 
several different categories of prohibition apply: It is a creeping 
animal that lives in the water, it is a flying insect, and it also can 
live on the land. However, most authorities follow the opinion 
of the geonim, understanding this Gemara in a straightforward 
way to mean that one receives several sets of lashes for violating 
the numerous prohibitions pertaining to the same act. 
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NOTES 


To include wood and incense — mid» Dyy may: This 
derivation is an amplification based on the unique form 
used in the verse: “And the flesh [vehabasar],’ which in- 
dicates that the verse is referring to meat as well as to 
something else. Although not everyone accepts that an 
additional vav, “and,” can serve as the basis for an exposi- 
tion, when the letters vav and hey, meaning “and the,’ 
appear before a word everyone agrees that this indicates 
an amplification of what is written. 


Some say...derives benefit in the usual manner - KD 
1083111777... "WAN: This second version of the statement is 
more lenient, as the first version indicates that the limita- 
tion of: Its usual manner, applies only to the prohibition 
against eating; however, with regard to the prohibition 
of deriving benefit, it implies that any manner of benefit 
renders one liable to be flogged (see Ritva). 


HALAKHA 


The ritual impurity of wood and incense - oxy NAW 
miah: Although wood and incense are not foods, they 
can become i impure as food does with regard to sac- 
rifices. Therefore, they can become disqualified to be 
offered on the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei 
Mizbe‘ah 6:8). 


Impurity of the body — 9187 nggaw: An impure person 
who eats the portions of an offering that are consumed 
on the altar is punished by karet, as stated in the Torah 
and as explained in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:18). 


Impurity of the flesh — Wa nxt: A ritually pure person 
who eats impure offerings violates a prohibition and is 
flogged, as stated in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:12). 


Deriving benefit from a prohibited item — VPNA THI: 
One violates the prohibition against deriving benefit from 
a food only when one consumes it in an ordinary manner, 
with the exceptions of diverse kinds planted in a vineyard 
and meat in milk. This ruling is in accordance with the 
second version of the statement made in the name of 
Rabbi Yohanan, as the halakha generally follows the latter 
version of a statement (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 14:10). 
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If one ate a hornet, he is flogged with six sets of lashes. Since a 
hornet creeps along the ground, all of the previously mentioned 
prohibitions with regard to an ant apply to it as well. An additional 
prohibition is stated in the following verse: “And all flying insects 
are impure to you; they shall not be eaten” (Deuteronomy 14:19). 
Based on this precedent, it is possible to say that the addition of the 
phrase “It shall not be eaten” with regard to impure meat indicates 
merely an additional negative mitzva for which one would be pun- 
ished; however, it does not necessarily indicate a prohibition to 
derive benefit. Rav Ashi said to him: Anywhere that it is possible 
to expound a new halakha, we expound, and we do not establish 
the verse as containing additional negative mitzvot with regard to 
that same prohibition. 


The Gemara asks: Why do I need the beginning of the verse: “And 
the flesh that touches any impure thing shall not be eaten” (Le- 
viticus 7:19)? The Gemara explains: This comes to include wood 
and incense;™" although they are not eaten, they are susceptible to 
ritual impurity of foods. The Gemara asks: Why do I need the end 
of this verse: “And as for the flesh, every one that is pure may eat 
ofit” (Leviticus 7:19)? The Gemara answers: This comes to include 
the sacrificial parts of the animal offered on the altar, such as the 
fats; they, too, have the legal status of meat and are susceptible to 
ritual impurity of foods. If these portions become ritually impure 
and one eats them, even if he is pure, he is liable to be flogged. 


The Gemara challenges: The halakha that these sacrificial parts can 
become impure and are then prohibited to be eaten is derived from 
there, i.e., from another source, as it was taught in a baraita: “But 
the soul that eats from the flesh of the sacrifice of peace-offerings, 
which belong to the Lord, having his impurity upon him, that soul 
shall be cut off from his people” (Leviticus 7:20). The added words 


“which belong to the Lord” come to include these sacrificial parts, 


which are meant to be offered to God and not eaten by other people, 
within this prohibition against eating sacrificial meat when it is 
impure. 


The Gemara rejects this: There, it is referring to a case of impurity 
of the body;" if one who is ritually impure eats sacrificial parts he 
is punishable with karet. Here, it is referring to a case of impurity 
of the flesh," where the meat is impure but the person eating it is 
pure; one who does so is merely in violation of a negative mitzva. 


After discussing the prohibitions against eating and deriving benefit 
from certain items, the Gemara cites that which Rabbi Abbahu said 
that Rabbi Yohanan said: With regard to all prohibitions against 
eating in the Torah, one may be flogged for violating them only if 
he eats the prohibited item in its usual manner of consumption. 
The Gemara asks: To exclude what case did Rabbi Yohanan say this? 
Rav Shimi bar Ashi said: To exclude a case where one eats raw 
fat; he teaches that one who does so is exempt, since this is not the 
usual manner of eating it. 


Some say that this is what Rabbi Abbahu said that Rabbi Yohanan 
said: With regard to all prohibitions against deriving benefit in the 
Torah, one is flogged for violating them only if he derives benefit 
from the prohibited item in the usual manner.“" The Gemara asks: 
To exclude what case did Rabbi Yohanan say this? Rav Shimi bar 
Ashi said: To exclude a case where one placed the fat of an ox that 
is stoned on his wound to help it heal. He teaches that, although 
one generally may not derive benefit from forbidden fats, in this 
case he is exempt because these fats are not normally used for 
medicinal purposes. And all the more so one who eats raw fat is 
exempt, as this is certainly not an ordinary way to benefit from fat. 
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It was also stated that Rav Aha bar Avya said that Rav Asi said that 
Rabbi Yohanan said: If one placed the fat of an ox that is stoned on 
his wound for medicinal purposes, he is exempt, because with regard 
to all prohibitions against deriving benefit in the Torah, one is flogged 
for violating them only if he derives benefit from the prohibited item 
in its usual manner. 


Rabbi Zeira said: We, too, have also learned in a mishna that the 
Rabbis said: One absorbs the forty lashes due to drinking the juice 
squeezed from orla fruits only for that which seeps from olives, oil, 
and from grapes, wine. In contrast, for drinking the juice that seeps 
from mulberries, figs, and pomegranates one is not flogged, despite 
the fact that it is prohibited to consume those juices." What is the 
reason for this? Is it not because he is not eating them in their usual 
manner of deriving benefit? Generally, these fruits are eaten and not 
squeezed for their juice. 


Abaye said to him that this mishna does not necessarily prove this same 
point: Granted, had the mishna taught us the case of the fruit itself, 
as he is not eating it in its usual manner of deriving benefit, it would 
work out well. However, here, where the case is with regard to their 
juice, the reason he is not flogged is because it is merely moisture" 
that drips from the fruit, which is not considered to be an essential part 
of the fruit. 


Abaye said: All concede with regard to prohibited mixtures of diverse 
kinds planted in a vineyard" that one is flogged for deriving benefit 
from them even if he does not benefit from them in their usual man- 
ner. What is the reason for this? It is because no prohibition against 
eating is written about them explicitly in the Torah. Therefore, the 
verse is interpreted to mean that it is prohibited to benefit from them 
in any manner; rather, one must burn them immediately. 


The Gemara raises an objection. Isi ben Yehuda says: From where is 
it derived that it is prohibited to eat meat that has been cooked in 
milk?" It is stated here: “For you are a sacred people unto the Lord 
your God. You shall not cook a kid in its mother’s milk” (Deuteronomy 
14:21). And it is stated there: “And you shall be sacred men unto Me; 
therefore you shall not eat any flesh that is torn of beasts in the field 
[tereifa]; you shall cast it to the dogs” (Exodus 22:30). Just as there, 
with regard to a tereifa, it is prohibited to eat it, so too here, with regard 
to meat in milk, it is prohibited to eat it. 


From the above comparison I have derived only that it is prohibited 
to eat it, as it is prohibited to eat a tereifa; from where do I derive that 
it is prohibited to derive benefit from it as well? You may state an a 
fortiori inference: If with regard to orla, through which no sin has 
been committed, as it is part of the ordinary growth process of the tree 
to produce fruit during the first three years, yet still it is prohibited to 
deriving benefit from it; then with regard to meat in milk, through 
which a sin has been committed, as the two were illicitly cooked to- 
gether, is it not right that it should be prohibited to derive benefit 
from it? 


The Gemara rejects this inference: What comparison can be made to 
orla, which is more stringent than meat in milk, as it never had a time 
when it was fit? Can you say the same with regard to meat in milk, 
which had a time when it was fit? Unlike orla fruits, which were pro- 
hibited from the beginning of their existence, both meat and milk were 
permitted on their own before they were cooked together. Therefore, 
the Gemara brings other proofs: Let leavened bread on Passover 
prove that this issue is not a factor, as it had a time when it was fit, 
before Passover, and yet it is prohibited to derive benefit from it. 
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HALAKHA 

Prohibition of orla - any VD: It is prohibited to 
eat orla, fruit that grows in the first three years after 
a tree has been planted. It is likewise prohibited 
to drink liquids or juices that seep out from these 
fruits; however, with regard to drinking orla liquid or 
juice, one is flogged only for drinking olive oil and 
wine (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 10:22). 


Diverse kinds planted in a vineyard - 097 nba: 
It is prohibited to derive benefit from prohibited 
mixtures of diverse kinds planted in a vineyard. One 
who derives benefit from them, even in an unusual 
manner, is flogged (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 155:3). 


NOTES 

Because it is merely moisture — xnbya TnT: 
Based on this source and others, it appears that 
liquid that seeps out of a food is not treated in the 
same way as the food itself; therefore, the Gemara 
refers to it as merely moisture. However, wine and 
oil are exceptions to this rule; since the Torah lists 
them explicitly with regard to teruma, they have the 
same legal status as other produce. 


The prohibitions of meat in milk — Wa °P% 
bpa: The prohibition of meat in milk is stated in 
theTorah three times, although each time the verse 
explicitly mentions only the prohibition against 
cooking meat in milk. The prohibitions against eat- 
ing and to deriving benefit from meat in milk are 
derived through various hints and expositions. 
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NOTES §=—W—¥____—_—_- 
Diverse kinds planted in the vineyard - D157 nda: It is 
prohibited to plant or maintain other crops in a vineyard 
(Deuteronomy 22:9). In contrast to the prohibition against 
a mixture of diverse kinds, the prohibited crop grown in a 
vineyard may not be eaten or used. It renders the entire 
vineyard prohibited, and all the produce must be burned. 


Just as with regard to an animal carcass one is flogged 
only when deriving benefit in the usual manner - ma 
ANIA TII mas: Although there is no prohibition against 
deriving benefit from a tereifa, this halakha is derived in the 
following way: Just as there is a prohibition against eating a 
tereifa, and it is prohibited only when one eats it in the usual 
manner, so too, with regard to the prohibition of meat in 


milk, which includes a prohibition against deriving benefit, 


it is prohibited only to derive benefit in the usual manner 
(Maharam Halawa). 
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The Gemara rejects this: What comparison can be made to leavened 

bread on Passover, which is a stringent prohibition, as one who 

eats it is punished with karet? Can you say the same with regard 

to one who eats meat in milk, who is not punished with karet? The 

Gemara answers: Let the case of diverse kinds planted in the vine- 
yard" prove that this is not relevant, as one who violates that pro- 
hibition is not punished with karet, and yet it is prohibited to 

derive benefit from the resulting mixtures. 


The Gemara returns to the issue of Abaye’s statement with regard to 
the unique stringency of diverse kinds planted in a vineyard: And 
if it is so that one is flogged for deriving benefit from diverse kinds 
planted in a vineyard, even if one derives benefit from them in an 
unusual manner, we can challenge this last proof: How can one 
compare meat in milk to diverse kinds in a vineyard, as with regard 
to diverse kinds in a vineyard, one is flogged even if he derives 
benefit from them in an unusual manner? 


And how would Abaye respond to this question? When one draws 
this challenge to its logical conclusion with the phrase: Can you say, 
and explains in detail how the prohibition of meat in milk differs 
from that of diverse kinds in a vineyard, with regard to what differ- 
ence would the challenge be raised? You may say that with regard 
to meat in milk one is flogged only for deriving benefit in the 
usual manner, as opposed to the halakha with regard to diverse 
kinds, according to which one is flogged even for deriving benefit 
in an unusual manner. However, is that to say that the term eating 
is written in the Torah with regard to meat in milk? The basis for 
this halakha with regard to diverse kinds in a vineyard is the lack of 
the term eating in the verse; however, the prohibition of meat in 
milk is also missing that term. Therefore, there are no grounds for 
this challenge: If the lack of the word eating leads to the conclusion 
that one is flogged even when deriving benefit in an unusual manner, 
logically that punishment should apply to both diverse kinds and 
meat in milk. 


The Gemara asks: And the other Sage, who raised this objection, 
holds that for this reason Isi ben Yehuda derives this aspect of the 
prohibition from the case of an animal carcass. Just as with regard 
to an animal carcass one is flogged only when deriving benefit in 
the usual manner," as the verse that prohibits it uses the term eating, 
so too, with regard to meat in milk, one is flogged only when deriv- 
ing benefit in the usual manner. Despite what is written in the 
Gemara, the fact that one is flogged only for deriving benefit from 
the animal in the usual manner is not derived from the carcass of an 
unslaughtered animal but from tereifa, an animal with a condition 
that will cause it to die within twelve months. With regard to tereifa 
it is written: “And you shall be holy men unto Me; therefore you 
shall not eat any flesh that is torn of beasts in the field [tereifa]; you 
shall cast it to the dogs” (Exodus 22:30). From the fact that one may 
cast it to the dogs it can be derived that one may derive benefit in 
any manner other than the usual manner, i.e., eating. 


And Abaye holds that for this reason it did not write the term eat- 
ing in the verse itself with regard to the prohibition of meat in milk: 
In order to say that one is flogged even when deriving benefit in 
an unusual manner. 


The Gemara continues. Let Isi ben Yehuda challenge: What com- 
parison can be made to diverse kinds in a vineyard, as the forbid- 
den produce had no time that it was fit because the prohibition 
came into effect as soon as the produce began to grow? Rabbi Adda 
bar Ahava said: Apparently, since this question was not asked, that 
is to say that with regard to diverse kinds in a vineyard, their roots 
are forbidden as well, including the seeds and saplings from which 
the mature plants grow. Therefore, no challenge can be raised, since 
they had a time when they were fit, before taking root. 
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Rav Shemaya raised an objection based on what was taught in a 

mishna: With regard to one who transfers a perforated pot with 

seeds in it into a vineyard, if the size of the seeds growing in the pot 

increases by one two-hundredth‘ of their previous size, such that the 

permitted portion is not two hundred times the forbidden, newly 
grown portion, then the mixture is prohibited due to the prohibition 

against planting diverse kinds in a vineyard. The forbidden portion is 

nullified only if it comprises less than one two-hundredth of the 

mixture. The Gemara reads precisely: If it increases, yes, it is prohib- 
ited; ifit does not increase, no, it is not prohibited. Apparently, only 
additional growth is prohibited, and not the seeds themselves. 


Rava said: Two verses are written about this halakha, i.e., two sepa- 
rate terms in one verse indicate two separate prohibitions. The verse 
states: “You shall not sow your vineyard with two kinds of seed; lest 
the fullness of the seed which you have sown be forfeited together 
with the increase of the vineyard” (Deuteronomy 22:9). It is written: 
“The seed,’ indicating that it is prohibited once it is planted and takes 
root, and it is written: “The fullness,” indicating that it is prohibited 
only ifit has grown. How can these two terms be reconciled? Ifit were 
planted initially" in the vineyard, it becomes prohibited immedi- 
ately upon taking root. If it were planted elsewhere and brought" 
into the vineyard later, such as in a perforated pot, then the following 
distinction applies: If its size increases in the vineyard, yes, it is 
prohibited; if its size does not increase, no, it is not prohibited. 


The Gemara discusses another matter pertaining to deriving benefit. 
Rabbi Ya'akov said that Rabbi Yohanan said with regard to objects 
from which it is prohibited to derive benefit: One may heal oneself 
with any substance except for wood of a tree designated for idola- 
try [asheira].’ The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances? If we 
say it is a case in which there is danger to a person’ life, then it is 
permitted to use even the wood of an asheira. And if it is a situation 
where there is no danger, then all the prohibited substances in the 
Torah also may not be used, as one may not derive benefit from them. 


The Gemara answers: Actually, it is referring to a case where there is 
danger, and even so, one my not derive benefit from the wood of an 
asheira. As it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: If it is 
stated: “And you shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and 
with all your soul,” why is it stated: “And with all your might” (Deu- 
teronomy 6:5)? And if it is stated: “With all your might,” why is it 
stated: “With all your soul”? One of these statements appears to be 
superfluous. 


Rather, it is to tell you that if there is a person whose body is more 
beloved to him than his property, therefore it is stated: “With all 
your soul.’’ The verse teaches that one must be willing to sacrifice his 
life to sanctify God’s name. And there is a person whose property is 
more beloved to him than his body, therefore it is stated: “With all 
your might.” Rabbi Eliezer understands the phrase: “With all your 
might,” to mean: With all your possessions. Apparently, there are 
circumstances in which a person must be prepared to die rather than 
be healed with a prohibited substance. 


When Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that 
Rabbi Yohanan said: One may heal oneself with any substance from 
which one may not derive benefit," except for idolatry or forbidden 
sexual relations 


Planted initially — xy ys: If grain or plants were sown in a 
vineyard, it is prohibited to derive benefit from them once they 
take root, as is the case with all diverse kinds planted in a vineyard 


(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 296:9). 


If it were planted and brought — x31 yt: If one transferred a 
perforated pot to a vineyard and left it there, and it grew so that it 
increased by at least one two-hundredth of its previous size, then 


HALAKHA 


it is prohibited to derive benefit from it due to the prohibition 
of diverse kinds in a vineyard (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 296:17). 


With what may one heal oneself — psn maa: When a per- 
son's life is in danger, any prohibitions in the Torah may be vio- 
lated for medical purposes, except for the prohibitions against 
idolatry, forbidden sexual relations, and bloodshed (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a155:2). 
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NOTES 

f the size increases by one two-hundredth — point ox 
DDA: The forbidden portion of diverse kinds planted 
in a vineyard is nullified in a mixture of one part in two 
hundred. This is derived from the halakhot pertaining to 
teruma. There is no prohibition against deriving benefit 
rom teruma, and it is nullified in a mixture of one part in 
one hundred. However, it is prohibited to derive benefit 
rom diverse kinds planted in a vineyard; therefore, it is 
nullified only in a mixture of one part in two hundred. 


Wood of an asheira — pws %yY: Although deriving bene- 
fit from an asheira is not actual idolatry, itis still prohibited, 
as one may not derive benefit from any appurtenances of 
idolatry either. 


And if it is stated, with all your might - boa WX] OX) 
TINA: Some versions of the Gemara do not contain this 
statement, since this expression is normally understood 
o be a reference to one’s property, and people are gener- 
ally more concerned about their lives than their property. 
Furthermore, the words “with all your soul” appear in the 
verse before the words “with all your might” (Mikhtam). 


With all your soul - Jwa) boa: The verse does not specify 
he mitzvot for which one must sacrifice his life to sanctify 
God's name. On the contrary, there is a principle:“You shall 
ive through them” (Leviticus 18:5), i.e., that one should 
not die through performing mitzvot. However, based on 
he context, it is clear that the verse indicates that one 
must be willing to sacrifice his life in order to accept the 
yoke of Heaven. 
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NOTES ———__—_——_- 
Comes to teach, etc. — 151 ah a: Some explain this 
o mean that the juxtaposition of the murderer and the 
betrothed young woman indicates a leniency. Just as mur- 
der is a prohibition that one violates actively, so too, for a 
betrothed young woman to be liable she must violate the 
prohibition actively, rather than passively (Nimmukei Yosef). 


Save him by taking the pursuer’s life - w2a toa: The 
precise meaning of this expression is not entirely clear. 
One could understand it to mean that one should save the 
pursued at the expense of the pursuer's life; however, this 
acks grammatical consistency, as the same third-person 
pronoun is used to refer to two different people. Therefore, 
it seems that the preferable explanation is that one may 
save the pursuer from this stringent transgression by taking 
his, the pursuer’s, life (Tosafot, Sanhedrin 73a). 


That your blood is redder — +39 pao W377: Some explain 
this as follows: The reason one is permitted to commit a 
serious transgression, such as violating Shabbat, in order 
to save a life is that by transgressing the mitzva this one 
time, the person saved will be able to live and fulfill many 
more mitzvot. However, in this case that rationale does not 
apply, as one cannot know whether the potential murderer 
or the potential victim is to be preferred in this regard. Rava 
is asking: Who says that your blood is redder, i.e., purer and 
cleaner, than the blood of this other person, such that you 
will live a longer life of fulfilling mitzvot (Rabbeinu Yeho- 
natan; Nimmukei Yosef)? 


Unripe orla - any spa: Some explain that this phrase 
refers to grains of orla (Rabbeinu Hananel; Arukh). 


HALAKHA 


One may save him by taking the pursuer’s life — pm) 
iwa toyab: If one person is pursuing another person to 
kill him, one should save the pursued in any way possible, 
even if one must take the assailant’s life (Rambam Sefer 
Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat HaNefesh 1:6). 


A murderer. ..should be killed and not transgress - nyin 
sia dee) am: Ifa person is threatened that he will be killed 
if he does not kill another person, he should be killed and 
not kill the other person. Similarly, if a person is forced 
to have sexual relations with a betrothed young woman, 
or anyone else with whom sexual relations would be a 
capital offense, then he should allow himself to be killed 
rather than commit this transgression (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 157). 


Medicinal use of prohibited items - 103 9: One may 
use prohibited items for medicinal purposes only if one’s life 
is in danger. However, this applies only if he derives benefit 
from the prohibited item in its usual manner. If he does 
so in an unusual manner, he is permitted to use the item 
for medicinal purposes even if he is not in mortal danger 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 155:50). 


LANGUAGE 
Guharkei — 77793: The Arukh has a version of the Gemara 
that reads gurkei. This word may be derived from the Middle 
Iranian gurak, which is related to the New Persian yoragi, 
meaning unripe fruit. 


BACKGROUND 


High fever — xn ax KAW»: This refers to a type of illness, 
perhaps one that causes a daily recurrence of high fever. 
Presumably the name of this malady, which literally means 
fiery illness, comes either from the high fever it causes or 
from the shivering attacks that accompany it. 
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or bloodshed. 


That one may not heal oneself with idolatry even when his life is in 

danger is learned from that which we just said, based on the verse: 
“With all your soul and with all your might.” From where is this ha- 
lakha derived with regard to forbidden sexual relations and mur- 
der? As it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: 
The verse says about one who rapes a betrothed woman: “But you 

shall do nothing to the young woman; the young woman has com- 
mitted no sin worthy of death; for as when a man rises against his 

neighbor, and slays him, so too with this matter” (Deuteronomy 
22:26). What does a murderer have to do with a betrothed young 

woman who was raped? Why would the verse mention murder in 

this context? 


Rather, the mention of murder comes in order to teach" a halakha 
about the betrothed young woman, and it turns out that, in addi- 
tion, it derives a halakha from that case. The Torah juxtaposes a 
murderer to a betrothed young woman to indicate that just as in 
the case of a betrothed young woman one may save her by taking 
the rapist’s life, so too, one may save a potential murder victim by 
taking the pursuer’s life.“’ Conversely, it is possible to learn about 
the case ofa young betrothed woman from the case of a murderer. 
Just as with regard to a potential murderer the halakha is that if one 
is being forced to murder someone else, he should allow himself to 
be killed and not transgress" that prohibition, so too, with regard 
to a betrothed young woman the halakha is that she should allow 
herself to be killed and not transgress the prohibition of forbidden 
relations. 


The Gemara asks: And from where do we derive this halakha with 
regard to murder itself? The Gemara answers: It is based on logical 
reasoning that one life is not preferable to another. The Gemara 
relates an incident to demonstrate this: This is similar to a certain 
man who came before Rava and said to him: A local official said 
to me: Go kill so-and-so, and if not I will kill you. Rava said to 
him: It is preferable that he should kill you and you should not 
kill. What did you think, that your blood is redder" and more 
precious than his? Perhaps that man’s blood is redder. Apparently, 
one may not save his own life by taking someone else’s. 


The Gemara relates: Mar bar Rav Ashi found Ravina rubbing his 
daughter with unripe olives [guharkei]' of orla" for medicinal 
purposes. Mar bar Rav Ashi said to him: Say that the Sages said 
that one may derive benefit from such a prohibited item at a time 
of danger; however, who says that one is permitted to do so when 
it is not a time of danger? 


Ravina said to him: A high fever’ is also deemed a time of danger, 
and one may derive benefit from a prohibited item in such a situa- 
tion. Some say that Ravina said to him as follows: Am I deriving 
benefit in a usual manner? The usual way to derive benefit from 
these olives is to use them after they have become ripe, so that their 
oil can be drawn out. Since Ravina was not deriving benefit in the 
usual manner, he was permitted to do so, although his daughter's 
life was not in danger." 


The Gemara continues to discuss various halakhot that apply to 
prohibited items. It was stated: With regard to deriving benefit 
from a prohibited item that comes to a person against his will, i.e., 
one’s circumstance results in his deriving benefit although he did 
not place himself in that circumstance in order to derive benefit, 
Abaye said: Deriving benefit in this manner is permitted, and Rava 
said: It is prohibited. 
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The Gemara explains: In a case where it is possible to avoid deriving benefit 
and he intends to derive benefit from the prohibited object, or where it is not 
possible to avoid it and he intends to derive benefit, everyone agrees that it 
is prohibited, because he intended to derive benefit that was prohibited. And 
when it is not possible to avoid it and he does not intend to derive benefit, 
everyone agrees that it is permitted, as one had no choice in the matter. 
Where they disagree is in a case where it is possible for him to avoid the 
prohibition, and he does not intend" to derive benefit from it. 


The Gemara limits the dispute further: And according to Rabbi Yehuda, who 
said that an unintentional prohibited act is prohibited, everyone agrees that 
itis prohibited, as Rabbi Yehuda maintains that one’s action is more significant 
than his intent. Where they disagree is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon, who said that an unintentional prohibited act is permitted. 
Apparently, Abaye holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 
And Rava would say: Rabbi Shimon stated his opinion only with regard to a 
case where it is not possible to avoid the prohibition. However, in a case 
where it is possible to avoid the prohibition, no, he did not permit one to 
derive benefit from such a prohibition even unintentionally. This is one version 
of the dispute. 


Some say that the dispute should be understood as follows: In a case where it 

is possible to avoid deriving benefit and he does not intend to derive benefit, 
this is the case of dispute between Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon. Where 

it is not possible to avoid it and he does not intend to derive benefit from the 

prohibited item, everyone agrees that it is permitted to do so. Where they 
disagree is in a case where it is not possible to avoid deriving benefit and he 

intends to derive benefit from it. The Gemara limits the dispute further: Ac- 
cording to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who follows one’s intent, everyone 

agrees that it is prohibited. Where they disagree is in accordance with the 

opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who said: There is no difference whether one in- 
tends or does not intend; the issue is whether he can avoid it or not. Therefore, 
if it is possible to avoid deriving benefit, it is prohibited. 


Based on this understanding of the dispute, Abaye holds in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. In other words, in a case where it is not possible 
to avoid the situation completely, even if one has intent it is permitted." 


NOTES 
The dispute between Abaye and Rava - X31) "ax pin: 
| The Disputants | Itis possible Itis not possible Itis possible It is not possible 
| and he intends | and he intends ; and he does not intend | and he does not intend i 
First Version vi re Rabbi Yehuda: Prohibited > 
Abaye Prohibited Prohibited Rabbi Shimon: Permitted Permitted 
ae rae Rabbi Yehuda: Prohibited : 
Rava Prohibited Prohibited Rabbi Shimon: Prohibited Permitted 
Second Ab Prohibited Rabbi Yehuda: Permitted Rabbi Yehuda: Prohibited Permitted 
Version aye ee Rabbi Shimon: Prohibited | Rabbi Shimon: Permitted =e 
ve Rabbi Yehuda: Prohibited | Rabbi Yehuda: Prohibited ; 
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And Rava could have said to you: Rabbi Yehuda stated that one who lacks 
intent has the same legal status as one who has intent only with regard to a 
stringency. In other words, a lack of intent does not negate the fact that the 
prohibited act has been performed and one is liable. However, to say that one 
who has intent has the same legal status as one who lacks intent such that it 
leads to a leniency, no. There is no evidence that Rabbi Yehuda would agree 
that it would ever be permitted for one who has intent to derive benefit from 
an otherwise prohibited object, even if he could not avoid the situation." 


NOTES 


It is possible and he does not intend - 
pin xy war: In this case the phrase: 
It is possible, means that it is possible 
for one to achieve the desired outcome 
in another way without much difficulty. 
It is not possible means that achieving 
the desired outcome differently would 
require a great deal of effort and trouble 
(Ritva; Maharam Halawa). 


HALAKHA 


Benefit against one’s will - bya TNI 
imp: If one derives benefit from a prohib- 
ited item against his will, yet he intends to 
derive benefit from it, then it is prohibited 
for him to do so. However, if he does not 
intend to derive benefit from it, it is per- 
mitted. This is in accordance with Rava’s 
opinion in the second version of the 
Gemara, as the halakha generally follows 
the second version. The halakha is also 
generally in accordance with the opinion 
of Rava in his disputes with Abaye (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 14:12). 
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NOTES 


The Sanctuary is different as it was constructed for 
its interior — "wy tints bon NW: Some explain that 
this means that only the internal portion of the Sanctu- 
ary was consecrated, and therefore one would not be 
deriving benefit from consecrated property by utilizing 
its shade (Maharam Halawa). Others say that one who 
stands in this shade is deriving benefit from the Sanc- 
tuary in an unusual manner, which is permitted (see 
Tosafot). Some suggest that this case is lenient because 
it involves the mitzva of Torah study. However, it is also 
possible that the preference that one should not derive 
benefit even in an unusual manner is only when the ob- 
ject is part of another prohibition, such as a prohibition 
to eat it. However, since the prohibition against deriving 
benefit from the Temple is due to the Temple's sanctity, 
it is permitted to benefit in an unusual manner (Meiri). 


Renovations of the Temple — wpa p: Artisans who 
enter the Temple to perform repairs must enter in con- 
tainers so they do not gaze upon the Sanctuary. If this 
is not possible, they may enter in an ordinary manner. 
According to the Rambam, they must enter even the 
outer Sanctuary in containers (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 7:23). 


The sight — mya: Some explain that the visual benefit 
discussed here is that which is stated in tractate Sukka, 
which tells of women who would separate superior 
grains of wheat from inferior ones by the light of the 
torches in the Celebration of Drawing Water. By doing 
so, they would derive benefit from light that originated 
in the Temple; this is the sight described here (Arukh, 
based on the Jerusalem Talmud). Others claim that this 
refers to enjoying the beauty of the Temple (Rashi). 


Artisan in the Holy of Holies 


They established a higher standard — wy nyn: The 
prohibition against entering the Temple in an ordinary 
manner to perform repairs does not stem from the pro- 
hibition of misuse of consecrated property. Rather, this is 
a special decree to emphasize the sanctity of the Temple. 
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Abaye said: From where do I say my opinion? As it was taught in 
a baraita: They said about Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai that he 
would sit in the street adjacent to the Temple Mount in the shade 
of the Sanctuary" and expound to a large number of people all day 
long. And here, isn’t it a case where it was not possible to act dif- 
ferently, as there was no other place where so many people could 
congregate, and he certainly intended to derive benefit from the 
shade of the Sanctuary, and yet it was permitted? Apparently, when 
it is not possible to avoid the situation and one intends to derive 
benefit, it is permitted to do so. 


And Rava said in response: The Sanctuary is different, as it was 
constructed for its interior." It is prohibited to derive benefit only 
from the interior of the Sanctuary walls, because it was constructed 
for the use of its internal space; there is no prohibition at all to 
benefit from its shade when on the outside. 


Rava said: From where do I say this? As it was taught in a baraita: 
There were openings in the loft of the Holy of Holies through 
which they would lower artisans in containers into the Holy of 
Holies, so that their eyes would not gaze upon the Holy of Holies 
itself when they were renovating it." And here, isn’t it a case where 
it was not possible to act differently? It was necessary to renovate 
the Holy of Holies periodically, and it is impossible to do so without 
entering the chamber. And since it is plausible that the artisan will 
intend to enjoy the appearance of the Holy of Holies, it should be 
prohibited. 


The Gemara rejects this: And how can you understand the baraita 
as a proof? Didn’t Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi say that Rabbi Ye- 
hoshua ben Levi said in the name of Bar Kappara: The sound of 
the musical instruments in the Temple, and the sight" and smell 
of the incense are not subject to the prohibition of misuse of con- 
secrated property? This is because the prohibition of deriving 
benefit from a consecrated object applies only to its tangible use. 
Rather, they established a higher standard" of stringency with 
regard to the Holy of Holies and decreed that one may not even 
gaze upon it. Therefore, no principle can be derived from the case. 


Some say this statement differently. Rava said: From where do I 
say this? As it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon ben Pazisaid 
that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said in the name of Bar Kappara: 
The sound of the musical instruments in the Temple and the sight 
and smell of the incense are not subject to the prohibition of 
misuse of consecrated property. The implication is that there is 
no violation of the prohibition of misuse of consecrated property 
by Torah law in this case. However, there is a violation of the 
prohibition by rabbinic law. 


What, is it not referring to those standing inside the Sanctuary, 
for whom it is not possible that they will not hear these sounds or 
they will not observe the sight and smell of the incense? And in such 
a case, if they intend to derive benefit, it is prohibited. The Ge- 
mara rejects this: No, it is referring to those who are standing 
outside. Since they are not required to be there at that time, it is a 
case where it is possible to avoid the situation and one intends to 
derive benefit, which is prohibited according to all opinions. 


The shade of the Sanctuary - wpa by: One who sits in the 
shade of the Temple does not violate the prohibition of misuse 
of consecrated property, although he is deriving benefit from 
it, as stated in the Gemara here (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 


Meila 5:5). 


HALAKHA 
The sound and the sight - 7x21 Dip: One should not derive 
benefit from the sounds and sights of the Temple, ab initio. How- 
ever, if one did derive benefit from the Temple in this way, he has 


not violated the prohibition of misuse of consecrated property 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:16). 
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Apropos this halakha, the Gemara discusses the matter itself. Rabbi Shimon 

ben Pazi said that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said in the name of Bar Kap- 
para: The sound of the musical instruments in the Temple and the sight 

and smell of the incense are not subject to the prohibition of misuse of 
consecrated property. The Gemara asks: Isn’t smell subject to the prohibi- 
tion of misuse of consecrated property? Wasn't it taught in a baraita: One 

who prepares the incense™ mixture in order to teach himself how to pre- 
pare it or to transfer it to the community is exempt from punishment. 
However, if one prepares it in order to smell it," he is liable to receive punish- 
ment, as it states in the Torah: “He who makes it in order to smell it shall be 

cut off from his people” (Exodus 30:38). And one who actually smells the 

incense mixture is exempt from the punishment of karet and from bringing 

a sin-offering; however, he has misused consecrated property. Apparently, 
the halakha of misuse of consecrated property applies to smelling. 


Rather, Rav Pappa said: Sound and sight are not subject to the prohibition 
of misuse of consecrated property, because they have no substance.’ And 
with regard to the smell of the spices themselves, the following distinction 
applies: The smell of the incense that is emitted when the spices are placed 
on the coals is subject to the prohibition, since this is the way the mitzva is 
performed; however, the smell that is emitted after the flame catches and 
the column of smoke rises is not subject to the prohibition of misuse of 
consecrated property, since its mitzva has already been performed." 


The Gemara asks: Is that to say that in any case where its mitzva has already 
been performed, the object is not subject to the prohibition of misuse of 
consecrated property? And the daily removal of ashes™ of the offerings 
from the altar occurs after its mitzva has been performed, and the ashes 
are subject to the prohibition of misuse of consecrated property, as it is 
written: “And the priest shall put on his linen garment, and his linen breech- 
es shall he put upon his flesh; and he shall take up the ashes of what the fire 
has consumed of the burnt-offering on the altar, and he shall put them 
beside the altar” (Leviticus 6:3). The Sages derive from the phrase: “And 
he shall put them” that he may not scatter these ashes; rather, they should 
be placed gently. “And he shall put them” also indicates that one may not 
derive benefit from these ashes. 


The Gemara answers: This case does not prove a principle, because the 
halakhot of removal of ashes from the altar and of the priestly garments 
worn by the High Priest on Yom Kippur are two verses that come as one. 
The principle is that two verses that come as one do not teach a principle. 
In other words, if a halakha is stated twice, with regard to two individual 
cases in the Torah, the understanding is that this halakha applies only to 
those cases. Had this halakha applied to all other relevant cases as well, it 
would not have been necessary for the Torah to teach it twice. The fact that 
two cases are mentioned indicates that they are the exceptions rather than 
the rule. 


The Gemara delineates the two cases: The halakha of the removal of ashes 
is that which we said. Where is this halakha stated with regard to the 
priestly garments? As it is written: “And Aharon shall come into the Tent 
of Meeting, and shall take off the linen garments, which he put on when he 
went into the sacred place, and he shall leave them there” (Leviticus 16:23). 
The phrase: “And he shall leave them” teaches that they require burial. Al- 
though their use for the mitzva has been completed, it is prohibited to derive 
benefit from them. 


The Gemara comments: It works out well that there are two cases according 

to the opinion of the Rabbis, who say that this verse teaches that they re- 
quire burial. However, according to the opinion of Rabbi Dosa, who 

disagrees with them and says: These priestly clothes may no longer be used 

by the High Priest on Yom Kippur, but they are fit for use by a common 

priest, since these garments are similar to those worn by common priests 

every day. And what is the meaning of: “And he shall leave them there”? 

This indicates that the High Priest may not use them on another Yom Kip- 
pur. According to this opinion, what can be said? According to the opinion 

of Rabbi Dosa, there is only one verse that teaches about misuse of conse- 
crated property with an item that has already been used for performing its 

mitzva. Therefore, it should be possible to derive a principle from the verse 

dealing with the removal of ashes. 


NOTES 


Incense — Mivp: The incense mixture used in 
he Temple was made from specific spices in set 
proportions. One who prepares the incense mix- 
ure using these spices and proportions violates 
he prohibition:“And the incense which you shall 
make, according to its composition, you shall not 
make for yourselves; it shall be to you sacred for 
he Lord” (Exodus 30:37). This prohibition applies 
only to one who prepares this mixture in order 
o smell its aroma, and not to one who prepares 
it for any other reason. If one smells the incense 
offered in the Temple he does not violate this 
prohibition, although he is punished for misuse 
of consecrated property. 


The removal of ashes - pW Narn: It is a posi- 
tive mitzva to remove some of the ash from the 
altar each morning and bring it to the floor of 
the courtyard (Leviticus 6:3). This was the first 
of the daily services performed in the Temple. 
In addition, from time to time, when the ashes 
accumulated, they would be removed from the 
Temple to a place set aside outside Jerusalem 
called the Place of the Ashes. 


HALAKHA 

Preparing the incense — nyivp nnwy: One who 
prepared the incense with the correct spices and 
in their exact proportions in order to smell it is 
liable to receive karet. If he did this unwittingly, 
he must bring a sin-offering. If he prepared it in 
order to practice mixing it properly or to transfer 
it to the public, i.e., to the Temple, he is exempt 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 
2:9-10). 


Smelling the incense — mjvp NNW: One who 
smells the incense in the Temple i is not punished 
in the same way as one who prepares it for him- 
self, although he is liable to receive punishment 
for misuse of consecrated property (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 2:6). 


Misuse of consecrated property with smell — 
mia myyn: One who smells the incense after 
the pillar of smoke has risen is exempt. If he 
smells it before this point, he is liable to receive 
punishment for misuse of consecrated property 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Meila 5:16). 


The removal of ashes — pW nann: It is pro- 
hibited to derive benefit from the ash removed 
from the altar, even after its mitzva has been 
completed (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temi- 
din UMusafin 2:15). 


BACKGROUND 


Because they have no substance - pyw 9b 
wan ja: The Gemara distinguishes between 
sound and sight, which are lacking in substance, 
and taste and smell, which have substance. This 
distinction can be supported by scientific data. 
Both taste and smell are transferred by molecules 
that move from one place to another. Therefore, 
when one enjoys a prohibited taste or smell, he is 
deriving benefit from a miniscule portion of the 
object itself. On the other hand, sight and sound 
are created by waves, and no part of the prohib- 
ited object itself reaches the one enjoying them. 
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NOTES 


The heifer whose neck is broken — may 
may: When a murder victim's corpse is found 
outside a town and it is not known who 
caused his death, the following procedure is 
followed (Deuteronomy 21:1-9): First, judges 
who are members of the Great Sanhedrin 
come to measure the distance between the 
corpse and the nearest town, to determine 
which town must perform the rite of the heif- 
er whose neck is broken. This measurement is 
carried out even if it is obvious which town is 
closest to the corpse. Afterward, the elders of 
that town bring a heifer that has never been 
used for any labor, and they break its neck in 
a riverbed that is not tilled. The elders wash 
their hands and make a statement absolving 
themselves of guilt. If the murderer is discov- 
ered before the heifer has been killed, the rite 
is not performed. 


If one brought the heifer into a cow pen — 
apa FDT: According to the Arukh, the ex- 
pression means that the heifer is taken into a 

pen where it eats, and it threshes some grain 

as it eats and moves around. 


Perek II 
Daf 26 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


If a bird landed on the red heifer — wy pw 
iy: If a bird landed on a red heifer then it 
remains valid. However, if a male mounted 
it to mate then it is rendered unfit (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 1:7). 


NOTES 
If a male animal mounted it — 331 why aby: 
Some say that this applies even if the male 
did not lean on the red heifer at all; once this 
action takes place, it is rendered unfit (Meiri). 
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The Gemara answers: A principle cannot be based on this verse, because 
removal of ashes and the heifer whose neck is broken," from which one 
may not derive benefit after the ceremony, are two verses that come as one. 
And two verses that come as one do not teach a principle. 


The Gemara asks: It works out well according to the one who said that 
they do not teach a principle, i.e., according to the Rabbis. However, ac- 
cording to the one who said that they do teach a principle, i.e., Rabbi Ye- 
huda in tractate Sanhedrin, what can be said? The Gemara answers: Two 
phrases indicating exclusions are written with regard to these halakhot, 
limiting this rule to them. With regard to the removal of ashes it is written: 

“And he shall put it.” The word “it” limits the halakha to this particular cir- 
cumstance. With regard to the heifer whose neck is broken it is written: 

“The heifer which had its neck broken” (Deuteronomy 21:6). The word “the” 
indicates that this halakha applies only to this type of heifer and not to any 
other similar case. 


After this tangential discussion of the laws of misuse of consecrated prop- 
erty, the Gemara returns to Abaye and Rava’s dispute about the status of 
unintended benefit, seeking to prove one side or the other. Come and hear 
a proof based on what was taught: If one brought the heifer whose neck is 
to be broken or the red heifer into a cow pen," and it threshes grain while 
walking with other cows, then it is valid. Under normal circumstances, had 
one used the heifer for work, it would be disqualified from use in its cere- 
mony. However, in this case, the red heifer may still be burned, and the 
heifer is still fit to have its neck broken in the ritual. Apparently, the verses 

“Upon which a yoke has not been placed” (Numbers 19:2) and “Which has 
not been used for work” (Deuteronomy 21:3) still apply to it, because the 
owner did not intend for it to work. If he brought it in so that it may nurse 
from its mother and so it will thresh grain, then it is disqualified from use 
in these rituals. 


And here, isn’t it a case where it was not possible to act differently, as the 
heifer needs to nurse, and he intended that it thresh the grain? And it is 
teaching that the heifer is disqualified from use. This proves that when one 
intends to derive benefit, even if there is no other way to act, itis prohibited 
to derive benefit. The Gemara rejects this: It is different there, as it is writ- 
ten: “Which has not been used for work” in any case. Therefore, while the 
heifer is disqualified from use even if the situation was unavoidable, no 
general conclusion can be drawn from this case. 


The Gemara challenges: If so, that this verse means that it has not performed 
any work at all, then it should apply even to the first clause. Even when it 
threshes the grain against the will of the owner, it has still done work and 
should be rendered disqualified. 


The Gemara answers. This case is comparable only to that other case: Ifa 
bird landed on the red heifer" it remains valid, since this is not considered 
to be like bearing a yoke. If a male animal mounted it" to mate with it, it is 
unfit and may not be used for the ritual. The same applies in this case: When 
the owner moves the heifer into a pen and it threshes, since the owner is 
uninterested in this action, it is like the case of the bird and the heifer re- 
mains valid. The Gemara asks: What is the reason for the difference be- 
tween the case where a bird lands on it and where a male animal attempts 
to mate with it? 


Rav Pappa said that the verse says: “And the elders of that city shall take a 
heifer of the herd, which has not been used for work, and which has not 
drawn in the yoke” (Deuteronomy 21:3). If it were written: “He worked 
[avad]; and we read: “He worked [avad]; this word choice would indi- 
cate that the heifer could still be used until he, the owner of the heifer 
himself, used it willingly for labor. If it were written: “It was worked [ub- 
bad]; and we read: “It was worked [ubbad]; it would indicate that even 
if it performed labor on its own it is also prohibited to use it, since some 
form of labor had been done with it. 
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Now that it is written: “He worked [avad]; but we read this word 
as: “It was worked [ubbad],’ both meanings are intended: It is 
prohibited if it is worked in a similar manner to the way he works. 
In other words, just as the owner works the animal in a way that is 
beneficial to him, so too, the animal becomes prohibited only when 
it is worked in a way that causes him to derive benefit from this 
labor. Therefore, it still may be used if a bird lands on it, because the 
owner does not derive benefit from this in any way. However, if a 
male bull mates with this heifer it is rendered unfit, since the owner 
generally has an interest in this occurring. 


The Gemara cites an additional proof. Come and hear from that 
which is taught: If one finds a lost item, he may not spread it out over 
a bed or over a frame" for his own purposes, since this is deriving 
benefit from an object that does not belong to him. However, he may 
spread it out over a bed or a frame for its own sake if it requires 
airing. If guests happen to come to him, he may not spread it out, 
not over a bed and not over a frame, neither for its sake nor for his 
own purpose. Apparently, the benefit is unavoidable and intended, 
as there is no other way for him to care for the lost object, and he 
benefits from having his guests see the item; nonetheless, it is still 
prohibited." This seems to prove that Rava’s opinion is correct. 


The Gemara rejects this conclusion: It is different there, as he risks 
damaging it, either due to the evil eye that he casts upon it or due 
to the thieves who will now know that this valuable item is in his 
possession and will attempt to steal it. It is not prohibited because 
of the benefit; rather, it is prohibited due to the concern that he may 
damage the item. 


The Gemara offers a final proof. Come and hear a proof based on 
the following mishna: Clothing merchants who sell garments made 
of diverse kinds," a prohibited mixture of wool and linen, may sell 
them as they normally would to gentiles. A merchant may place 
the garments he is selling on his shoulders and need not be con- 
cerned about the prohibition against wearing diverse kinds, pro- 
vided he does not intend to benefit from the garments in the sun 
as protection from the sun, or in the rain as protection from the 
rain. However, the modest people," those who are meticulous in 
their performance of mitzvot, suspend the wool and linen garments 
on a stick behind them. 


And here, isn’t it a case where it is possible for all clothing mer- 
chants to act like the modest people and not derive benefit from 
the mixture of wool and linen? Nonetheless, the mishna states that 
when one does not intend to benefit from the prohibited item, it 
is permitted to do so. This presents a conclusive refutation to he 
who taught the first version of Rava’s statement. According to this 
version, one is prohibited from deriving benefit when it is possible 
to avoid doing so and he does not intend to derive benefit. The 
Gemara concludes: Indeed, it is a conclusive refutation. 


It was taught in the mishna that one may not even light the oven 
with leavened bread. The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to 
an oven that one lit® with the peels of orla fruit, or with straw of 
grain that was planted in a prohibited mixture of diverse kinds in 
a vineyard, if it was a new oven, and by lighting it he hardened the 
oven and made it stronger for use in the future, then it must be 
shattered. Since prohibited items were used in the process of form- 
ing the oven, one may not derive benefit from the use of the prohib- 
ited items. However, if it was an old oven, it may be cooled, and it 
is prohibited to use the oven only while it is still hot." 


With regard to one who baked bread in the oven while it was heat- 
ed or strengthened by the prohibited items," Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi says: It is prohibited to eat or derive benefit from the bread, 
since prohibited items were involved in the process of preparation. 
And the Rabbis say: It is permitted to eat and derive benefit from 
the bread. Ifhe cooked the bread over the coals that remained from 
prohibited wood, everyone agrees that it is permitted. 


NOTES 

Avad and ubbad - 13y) 12%: This type of exposition appears 
in several places in the Talmud, where the Sages expound upon 
both the way a word is pronounced and the way it is written. 
Sometimes this method is employed even when the word is 
pronounced in a manner consistent with the way it is written, 
but it is written in a way that could be read differently. Although 
there is general agreement about the accepted way to read 
the word in such a case, the Sages use the way that the word 
is written as a basis for additional expositions and as a way to 
understand the meaning of the verse. 


Frame — “i31: Some say that this refers to a vessel on which 
clothes are placed after they have been washed (Arukh). 


Modest people — m»v13¥: Some explain that this is referring to 
upright people who seek to avoid any suspicion of improper 
conduct (Rashi). Others say that this is referring to people who 
are especially stringent with themselves (Rabbi Shimshon of 
Saens) or to those who sanctify themselves by refraining even 
from that which is permitted (Meiri). 


HALAKHA 


Use of a lost object — mpaxa wvaw: It is prohibited for one 
who finds a lost object to use it, even to spread it out, for his 
own purposes. However, if he must spread out the garment 
in order to preserve it, then it is permitted to do so, provided 
it is done when no guests are present (Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen 
Mishpat 267:17). 


Merchants who sell garments of diverse kinds — nyw 1311: 
Merchants who sell to gentiles garments made of a prohib- 
ited mixture of wool and linen may place these garments on 
their backs in the manner that garment merchants generally 
carry their wares, provided they do not intend to derive benefit 
from the garments. Those who are fastidious about performing 
mitzvot suspend the garments behind them on a stick (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh Dea 301:6). 


An oven that one lit with objects from which one may not 
derive benefit - 7x27 VENA DAW nan: With regard to 
an oven that was lit with wood from which it is prohibited to 
derive benefit, whether it is a new oven or an old oven, it may 
be cooled down, and then one may light it again and use it. This 
follows the lenient baraita, as the Gemara concludes that it is 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De’a 142:4). 


Bread baked in an oven lit with prohibited wood - na 
DONA DYYA PITY Wana ADK: With regard to bread 
baked in an oven that had been lit with prohibited wood, if it 
was baked after the prohibited wood was consumed, it is per- 
mitted to eat the bread. However, if the bread was baked when 
the wood was still burning, it is prohibited to eat it (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 142:6). 


BACKGROUND 
An oven that one lit - ipang 1an: Many ovens in late antiquity 
were made of clay. Fire was kindled inside to heat the oven until 
the fuel turned to ash. The ash was then swept away to make 
room for dough that had been rolled out flat, which was pasted 
to the walls of the oven or to the heated base. 


Clay oven from late antiquity 
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NOTES 


Improvement from the wood in the bread - ny naw 
naa: The Gemara here makes a distinction between two 
similar topics: The improvement from the wood, on the 
one hand; and both this and that cause, on the other 
hand. The difference between these concepts is that im- 
provement from the wood indicates that a small portion 
of the wood itself is actually present in the bread through 
the burning of the wood or through other processes with 
different prohibited items. Therefore, when the bread is 
improved by the wood in this way, it becomes prohibited. 
However, this is not the case with regard to the concept 
of: Both this and that cause, where the prohibited item is 
not present in the bread at all and instead only plays a role 
in achieving a certain result. Therefore, since baking bread 
in an oven that was strengthened using orla falls into this 
second category, there is no reason to shatter the oven. 


Perek II 
Daf27 Amuda 


NOTES 

Both this and that cause — Dya m Mt: Some explain that 
the principle: Both this and that cause, applies only when 
both items perform the same action, e.g., both provide 
heat. However, if the two items have different effects, 
then even if they both play a role in attaining a certain 
outcome, the resulting object is prohibited. Nonetheless, 
most authorities reject this distinction (Ritva). 


| follow the final element — 823% [STA INX: It is possi- 
ble to understand Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion differently. With 
regard to the leavening of dough, it is the last substance 
that completes that process, causing it to rise. Since the 
first amount of leaven was insufficient, it is considered as 
though it were not present, and the result is attributed 
completely to the latter amount. 
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The Gemara asks. Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: Whether it was an old 
oven or a new oven it may be cooled; there is never a need to shatter 
the oven. The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This baraita, 
which states that one is required to shatter the oven, is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. And that baraita, which 
states that it is sufficient to let the oven cool, is in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis. Since the prohibited objects merely strength- 
en the oven, the Rabbis hold that it is enough to let the oven cool. By 
cooling the oven one no longer derives benefit from the prohibited 
items used to light it, and there is no need to shatter the oven. 


The Gemara challenges this answer: Say that you heard that Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi prohibits one from deriving benefit from bread baked 
using the prohibited objects as kindling because there is improve- 
ment from the wood used to light the oven in the bread," and there- 
fore, it is prohibited. However, in a different case, namely, when both 
this and that cause it, i.e., both permitted and prohibited items con- 
tribute to the result, such as when one subsequently bakes in this oven 
and benefit is derived both from the prohibited wood that strength- 
ened the oven and from permitted wood that is used in subsequent 
baking, did you hear him say that it is prohibited as well? Rather, 
reject this explanation and say: This is not difficult. This stringent 
baraita is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who says 
that in a case where both this and that cause it, it is prohibited. And 
that lenient baraita is in accordance with the Rabbis, who disagree 
with regard to that principle. 


The Gemara asks: Which statement of Rabbi Eliezer serves as the 
basis for this explanation? If you say that it is the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer with regard to leaven, as we learned in a mishna: In a case 
where non-sacred leaven and leaven of teruma fell into non-sacred 
dough, and neither one alone is potent enough to cause the dough 
to become leavened bread, and they were joined together and 
caused the dough to become leavened bread, there is a dispute as to 
whether this dough is considered to be teruma or non-sacred bread. 
Rabbi Eliezer says: I follow the final element that fell into the dough. 
If the teruma fell in last, the dough is prohibited to non-priests. And 
the Rabbis say: Whether the prohibited item, i.e., the teruma, fell 
in first or the prohibited item fell in last, it never renders the dough 
prohibited 


until there is enough of the prohibited leaven to cause the dough to 
become leavened bread. And Abaye said: Rabbi Eliezer taught that 
when the permitted leaven fell in last, the mixture is permitted only 
when he first removed the prohibited leaven before the permitted 
leaven fell into the dough and made it rise. However, if he did not 
first remove the prohibited leaven, the dough is prohibited even if 
the permitted leaven fell in last. Apparently, when both this and that 
cause" the dough to become leavened bread, it is prohibited. 


The Gemara rejects this statement: And from where is it apparent that 

the reason for Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion is in accordance with Abaye’s 

explanation? Perhaps the reason for Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion is due 

to the following, which Rabbi Eliezer said explicitly: I follow the final 

element." And it is no different if he first removed the prohibited 

item and it is no different if he did not first remove the prohibited 

item. However, if they both fell in at once it should be permitted, 
because where both this and that cause the dough to become leavened 

bread Rabbi Eliezer rules that the mixture is permitted. 
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Rather, the reference is to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer with regard 
to wood from an asheira. As we learned in a mishna: If one took 
wood from an asheira, it is prohibited to derive benefit from it. 
With regard to one who lit an oven with the wood, if it was a new 
oven, it must be broken. Ifit was an old oven, it may be cooled. 


If one baked bread with asheira wood as the fuel, it is prohibited 
to derive benefit from it." If this bread was mixed together with 
other bread, and that other bread was mixed with other bread, it 
is prohibited to derive benefit from all of this bread. Rabbi 
Eliezer says: He casts the benefit’ into the Dead Sea [Yam 
HaMelah]."’ In other words, one is not required to destroy the 
entire mixture when the prohibited bread is mixed with a large 
quantity of other bread. Instead one should designate money equal 
in value to the value of the original wood from the asheira, and he 
should destroy this money to offset the benefit he derived from the 
prohibited wood. The first tanna said to him: Idolatry cannot be 
monetarily redeemed." Once the bread becomes prohibited, it 
cannot be redeemed by having its value cast into the Dead Sea. 
Apparently, the opinion of both Sages, including Rabbi Eliezer, is 
that when both this permitted object and that prohibited object 
cause a change to another item, the latter item is prohibited. 


The Gemara rejects this conclusion: Say that you heard that Rab- 
bi Eliezer and the first tanna are stringent in this matter with regard 
to idolatry, whose prohibition is stringent. However, with regard 
to other prohibitions in the Torah, which are less stringent, did 
you hear him express this opinion? The Gemara responds to this 
question: Rather, if it is so that Rabbi Eliezer does not hold the 
same opinion with regard to other prohibitions, to whom will you 
attribute this baraita? If it is not Rabbi Eliezer who says this, then 
who is it? And furthermore, wasn’t it taught explicitly in a barai- 
ta: And, similarly, Rabbi Eliezer would prohibit these types of 
mixtures with regard to all prohibitions in the Torah. 


Abaye said: If you say, based on the previously stated opinions, that 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that when both this and that cause, it 
is prohibited, then the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is identi- 
cal to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, as both state that it is prohib- 
ited for this same reason. And if you say that Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi holds that when both this and that cause, itis permitted, and 
here, where Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi rules that it is prohibited, it is 
because there is improvement from the wood in the bread itself, 
then in that case, deriving benefit from any of these earthenware 
bowls, cups, and flasks" that were made in such an oven should 
also be prohibited, since the improvement from the wood is in 
them as well. If one were to use such utensils he would be deriving 
benefit from a prohibited item. 


When Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and the Sages disagree is in a case 
where an oven and a pot were formed using prohibited wood. 
According to the one who says that when both this and that cause 
it is prohibited, itis prohibited to derive benefit from these as well, 
since the prohibited item was a contributing factor in the initial 
formation of the object. However, according to the one who 
says that when both this and that cause, it is permitted, it is per- 
mitted to derive benefit from them. This is because one derives 
benefit from the prohibited oven and pot only once they have been 
subsequently heated by permitted wood. Therefore, the influence 
on the pot of the prohibited item is only one component in the 
preparation of this food. 


Some say that even according to the one who says that when 
both this and that cause, it is permitted, the pot made through 
the use of prohibited wood is prohibited, since it holds the food 
inside it before the permitted wood is placed in the oven. There- 
fore, one derives benefit from the prohibited vessel itself without 
any contribution from a permitted source. 


HALAKHA 


Bread baked with prohibited substances — nndxIw na 
TKI OKA: Bread baked using asheira wood as fuel is 
prohibited. if this bread was mixed together with other 
bread, one should destroy money that has an equal value 
to that of the prohibited bread (see Tosafot and others). 
After doing so, the rest of the bread may be eaten. This 
ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehu- 
da HaNasi, as it is explicitly stated that the halakha is in 
accordance with his opinion (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 
142:4). 


Bowls, cups, and flasks — nonibys Nidin NWP: Bowls, 
cups, flasks, and pots that were formed using wood from 
an asheira are prohibited, in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi as explained in the Gemara 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 142:5). 


NOTES 


He casts the benefit — m37 pr: The benefit described 
here is explained in several ways. According to Rashi and 
the Ra’avad, this is referring to the benefit from the wood; 
therefore, one must cast away a sum of money that is 
equal in value to the wood itself. According to the Ram- 
bam, the Ra’ah, and Tosafot, it is referring to the benefit 
from the bread; therefore, one must cast away a sum of 
money that is equal to all the bread that was baked in a 
prohibited manner. Rabbeinu Tam understands that this is 
referring to the payment one would receive for baking the 
bread; according to his opinion, one must cast away this 
amount. The Ritva supports this opinion by explaining that 
ifthe Gemara wished to refer to the benefit from the bread 
or the wood, it would have said so explicitly. 


He casts the benefit into the Dead Sea — 0 TIT p% 
nyan: Some say that this applies only when ‘the ‘brohib- 
ited bread was mixed with other permitted bread, and 
that otherwise the benefit cannot be redeemed (Ramban; 
Ritva; and others). Others say that it can be redeemed even 
when the prohibited bread stands alone (Rashi). There is 
also a dispute as to whether Rabbi Eliezer permits one 
only to benefit from the prohibited item, e.g., by selling it 
(Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi; Ra’ah; and others), or that he holds 
that one may even eat it (Rabbanei Tzarfat). 


Idolatry cannot be redeemed - 7% aay) 119 prs: The 
solution of casting away the value of the benefit of the 
prohibited item is offered in several different cases where a 
prohibited item was nullified within a mixture of permitted 
objects. Despite this, if one still wishes to refrain from using 
the prohibited object, then in these cases he takes the 
value of the prohibited item and destroys it. This also ap- 
plies to certain cases of offerings into which a prohibited 
item was mixed. The Sages disagree here as to whether 
this principle can be applied to idolatry as well. 


BACKGROUND 

The Dead Sea [Yam HaMelah] - moan ©: The Dead Sea 
mentioned by Rabbi Eliezer, literally the Sea of Salt, is also 
referred to in talmudic texts as the Sea of Sedom. It is 
common for the Gemara to suggest that a prohibited 
object be thrown into the Dead Sea, as there are no fish 
there and therefore no fishermen might chance across 
the object and take it for personal use. It is also possible 
that the high salt and mineral content of the Dead Sea 
were viewed by the Sages as elements that would ruin 
anything thrown into it. 
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— £ ..  —e 
Cooking with coals - Dona Sina: One is permitted to cook 
with coals produced from prohibited wood only when there is 


a requirement to destroy the wood specifically through burning, 


as the ash of such items is permitted. However, if one is required 
to eliminate the object, but not necessarily through burning, as 
is the case with regard to leavened bread before Passover, then 
it is prohibited to use even the coals made from it (Rosh, citing 
Rabbeinu Yona). 


Glowing coals - mim moms: Coals are considered to be glow- 


ing if one can place a stick inside them and they will ignite on 
their own (Ritva). 


————————__ HALAKHA 
Glowing coals — mini Doms: One may derive benefit from 
coals produced from prohibited wood, even if they are still 
glowing. It is prohibited only if one benefits directly from the 


fire, in accordance with the Gemara’s conclusion (Shulhan Arukh, 


Yoreh De'a 142:7). 
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Rav Yosef said that Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: With regard 
to an oven that one lit with peels of orla fruit, or with straw of grain 
that was planted in a prohibited mixture of diverse kinds in a vine- 
yard, if it is a new oven, it must be shattered. If it is an old oven, it 
may be cooled. If one baked bread in it, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
says: The bread is permitted, and the Rabbis say: The bread is 
prohibited. The Gemara challenges: Wasn’t the reverse taught in 
the baraita? The Gemara answers: Shmuel teaches the reverse, that 
it is Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi who permits one to derive benefit from 
this bread even in the previously mentioned baraita. 


And if you wish, say: Shmuel accepts the original text of the barai- 
ta that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is the one who prohibits deriving 
benefit from the bread. And generally, Shmuel holds that the ha- 
lakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
over his individual colleague who disagrees; however, the halakha 
does not follow him over several of his colleagues who disagree. 
And in this particular case, the halakha follows Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi even over his colleagues. And Shmuel holds: I will reverse 
the two sides presented here, in order to establish the Rabbis’ 
opinion as a prohibition. Therefore, the conclusion will be to rule 
that it is prohibited, in accordance with the majority opinion. Al- 
though in Shmuel’s version the attributions of the opinions are 
technically inaccurate, the benefit is that when people see that the 
Rabbis rule that it is prohibited in this case, they will be inclined to 
accept their majority opinion, which is the correct halakha. 


It was taught as part of the previously stated halakha that if one 
cooked the bread over coals" produced from an asheira, everyone 
agrees that the bread is permitted. The Gemara records a dispute: 
Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said one opinion, and Rabbi Hiyya 
bar Ashi said that Rabbi Yohanan said another opinion. One of 
them said: They taught this leniency only when one cooks with 
dim coals, whose heat is merely a remnant of the earlier lighting; 
however, when one cooks with glowing coals," the bread is pro- 
hibited. And one of them said: Even when the coals are glowing, 
the bread is also permitted. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the one who said that 
baking with glowing coals renders the bread prohibited, this is 
because there is improvement from the prohibited wood in the 
bread. However, according to the one who said that even when 
baking with glowing coals the bread is permitted, since they are no 
longer considered to be wood, where do you find the case where 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi deems bread to be prohibited because 
there is improvement from the prohibited wood in it? Why should 
there be a difference between glowing coals and actual burning 
wood? Rav Pappa said: The case is when a flame is directly op- 
posite the bread. When he cooks the bread directly in front of the 
wood, it is improved directly by the wood. When the coals are 
merely glowing, there is no direct benefit from the wood. 


The Gemara asks: Does this prove by inference that the Rabbis 
who disagree with Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi permit one to eat this 
bread even when the flame is opposite it? But if this is the case, 
where do you find the case where it is prohibited according to the 
Rabbis to derive benefit from wood? Rav Ami bar Hama said: It 
is found in the case of a stool made from the wood. Although they 
hold that it is permitted to derive indirect benefit from the wood, 
even the Rabbis agree that one may not derive benefit from a stool 
that is made from the wood itself. 
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Rami bar Hama raised a dilemma before Rav Hisda: With regard to 

an oven that one kindled with consecrated wood and baked bread in 

it, according to the Rabbis, who permitted the bread in the first case 

where it was baked with orla peels, what is the halakha? He said to him: 
The bread is prohibited. He responded: What is the difference be- 
tween this bread and bread baked with orla peels? Rava said: How can 

these cases be compared? Orla is nullified in a mixture of one part in 

two hundred; it is possible that less than this amount of orla was ab- 
sorbed by the bread. However, consecrated wood is not nullified" even 

in a mixture of one part in one thousand. Therefore, even when there 

is only a miniscule amount of the consecrated matter in the bread it is 

still prohibited. 


Rather, Rava said: If it was difficult for Rami bar Hama, this is what 
he found difficult: Didn’t the kindler of the fire transgress the prohibi- 
tion of misuse of consecrated property, as anyone who unwittingly 
uses consecrated property for a non-sacred use violates this prohibition? 
And any case where the kindler of an oven misuses consecrated prop- 
erty’ by doing so, the wood is transferred to non-sacred status. The 
wood loses its sanctity when misused, and the one who misused it must 
donate other wood to the Temple in its place. In that case, the wood 
used to heat the oven is non-sacred wood and the bread should be 
permitted. 


Rav Pappa said: Here, we are dealing with wood which had been set 

aside for purchasing peace-offerings. This wood, while sanctified, has 

a lesser status of sanctity and does not become fully consecrated until 

the blood of the offering has been sprinkled. And this dilemma was 

raised in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who said: If 
one unwittingly misused consecrated property, it becomes desecrat- 
ed and loses its elevated status. However, if one used the object inten- 
tionally, it is not desecrated and remains consecrated. Since the act 

here is intentional, the consecrated wood does not lose its status. 


The Gemara explains: What is the reason that when one intentionally 
uses this object it does not lose its status? Since it is not subject to the 
halakha of misuse of consecrated property, as one is liable to bring an 
offering only for unwitting misuse of consecrated property, it is not 
transferred to non-sacred status. The same halakha applies to the wood 
set aside for peace-offerings as well. Since at that stage it is not subject 
to the halakha of misuse of consecrated property, as that applies only 
after the animal's blood has been sprinkled, then according to the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehuda, even if one unwittingly uses this wood, it is not 
transferred to non-sacred status; rather, it remains prohibited. 


The Gemara asks: And anywhere the kindler of an oven transgresses 
the prohibition of misuse of consecrated property by using conse- 
crated wood, is it transferred to non-sacred status? Wasn't it taught 
in a baraita: With regard to all prohibited items that must be burned, 
their ashes are permitted after the burning, except for wood from an 
asheira." And consecrated ash" is prohibited forever. Therefore, it is 
possible that when one kindles an oven with this consecrated wood, 
although he misuses consecrated property, the ash remains prohibited. 


Rami bar Hama said: That baraita is discussing a case where a fire 

began on its own among consecrated wood and there is no one who 

misused consecrated property. Since this is the case, even the ash that 

is left from this wood remains consecrated property and one may not 

benefit from it. Rav Shemaya said: This baraita is dealing with those 

types of consecrated ash that require burial, such as the ash removed 

from the altar. As it was taught in a baraita: “And he shall take up the 

ash from where the fire has consumed the burnt-offering on the altar, 
and he shall put it beside the altar” (Leviticus 6:3). The phrase “And he 

shall put it” indicates that he must do so gently; “and he shall put it” 
also indicates that he must place all of it; “and he shall put it” also in- 
dicates that he may not scatter the ashes. Apparently, even after the 

offering has been burned it remains sacred, and one may not derive 

benefit from it. However, when it was burned it was not subject to 

misuse of consecrated property, as its burning is a necessary step in the 

process of sacrificing the offerings. 


NOTES 


Consecrated wood is not nullified - xh.. wp 
Doa: Several explanations are offered in ‘order to 
explain why this is the case. Some say it is not nul- 
lified because it is an object whose prohibition is 
temporary, as it is possible to have one’s vow conse- 
crating the object annulled by a Sage, and any item 
whose prohibition can or will lapse at some future 
time is not subject to nullification. Others say that 
it will not be canceled because it is not only a ques- 
tion of prohibitions; rather, there is also a monetary 
element to its status: It is the property of the Temple, 
and there is no nullification with regard to ownership 
of property (Meiri). 


Misuse of consecrated property — myyn: The hala- 
khot of misuse of consecrated property are stated in 

the Torah (Leviticus 5:14-16) and discussed in greater 
detail in tractate Meila. The basic principle is that any- 


one who derives benefi 
unwittingly, i.e., withou 


rom consecrated property 
he knowledge that it was 


consecrated property, transgresses this prohibition. 


One who does so is obli 
and to pay to the Temp 


from which he benefited. 


gated to bring an offering 
e the value of the object 
naddition, he must pay an 


extra one-fifth of the va 


ue as a fine. After one uses 


such an item it loses its consecrated status, which is 
transferred to the money that he pays to the Temple. 

The Torah does not discuss one who derives ben- 
efit intentionally. Therefore, such a person cannot 
atone for deriving benefit by sacrificing an offering 
or by paying the additional fifth of the value as a fine. 


HALAKHA 
Ash from the wood of an asheira — AW *¥Y DN: It 
is prohibited to derive benefit from ash left over after 


an idol or an asheira tree has been burned (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 142:1). 


Consecrated ash — W371 39X: It is permitted to de- 
rive benefit from the ash left over from any conse- 
crated item that must be burned, except for the ash 
removed from the outer altar, from the inner altar, 
and from the candelabrum. According to the Ra’avad 
it is prohibited to derive benefit only from the ash 
removed from the outer altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:13). 
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It was taught in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: The removal of 
leavened bread is to be accomplished only through burning. It was 
taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda said: The removal of leavened 
bread is to be accomplished only through burning." And a logical der- 
ivation leads to this conclusion: Just as that which is left over from an 
offering after the time period in which it may be eaten, which is not 
subject to the prohibitions: It shall not be seen, and: It shall not be 
found, requires burning, so too, with regard to leavened bread, which 
is more stringent as it is subject to the prohibitions of: It shall not be 
seen, and: It shall not be found, all the more so is it not clear that it 
requires burning? 


The Rabbis said to him: Any logical derivation that you derive whose 
initial teaching is stringent but whose subsequent consequences are 
lenient" is not a valid logical derivation. According to Rabbi Yehuda, if 
one did not find wood to burn his leavened bread, must he sit idly and 
not remove it? And the Torah said: “You shall remove leaven from your 
houses” (Exodus 12:15), indicating that this must be done in any manner 
which you can remove it. Apparently, Rabbi Yehuda’s logical derivation 
leads to a leniency. 


Then Rabbi Yehuda presented a different logical derivation based on 
the principle of: What do we find with regard to, rather than on an a for- 
tiori inference (Rashash). It is prohibited to eat the leftover of offerings 
and it is prohibited to eat leavened bread. Based on this similarity, one 
can conclude that just as the leftover of offerings requires burning, so 
too, leavened bread requires burning. 


They said to him: The case of an animal carcass can prove that eating 
the leftover of offerings is not a factor in determining whether or not 
leavened bread requires burning, as eating an animal carcass is prohib- 
ited and it does not require burning. Therefore, there is no clear con- 
nection between the prohibition to eat a particular object and a require- 
ment to burn it. He said to them: There is a difference between these 
cases, as it is explicitly stated that one may benefit from an animal corpse. 
Therefore, the following comparison can be made: It is prohibited to eat 
and derive benefit from the leftover of sacrificial meat, and it is prohib- 
ited to eat and derive benefit from leavened bread. Just as the leftover 
of sacrificial meat requires burning, so too, leavened bread requires 
burning. 


The Rabbis said to him: The case of an ox that is stoned can prove that 
this is not a clear factor, as it is prohibited to eat and derive benefit from 
such an ox and it does not require burning. He said to them: There is a 
difference between leavened bread and an ox that is stoned, as there is an 
additional factor that is not relevant to the ox. It is prohibited to eat and 
derive benefit from the leftover of sacrificial meat, and one who does so 
is punished with karet. And it is prohibited to eat and derive benefit 
from leavened bread, and one who does so is punished with karet. Just 
as the leftover of sacrificial meat requires burning, so too, leavened 
bread requires burning. They said to him: If so, the fats of an ox that is 
stoned" can prove that this too is an insignificant factor, as it is prohib- 
ited to eat the fats and derive benefit from them, and one who eats them 
is punished with karet, and they do not require burning. 


NOTES 


The removal of leavened bread is to be accomplished only 
through burning - 79w xb Yan nya px: It seems that this 
dispute is only with regard to rabbinic law; by Torah law it is sufficient 
for one to make a declaration of nullification. However, according to 
Rabbi Yehuda, the ideal way to perform this mitzva is to burn one’s 
leavened bread, while according to the Rabbis one can perform the 
mitzva in its ideal form by crumbling the leavened bread and throw- 
ing it to the wind (Tosefot Rid). 


Whose initial teaching is stringent but whose subsequent 
consequences are lenient - pit iaio) swan innn: The reason- 
ing behind this principle is that an a fortiori inference is used to 
derive a stringency by comparing a less stringent case to a more 
stringent one. However, if the comparison results in a leniency un- 
der certain circumstances, the a fortiori inference loses its logical 
basis. In the Jerusalem Talmud other cases are cited where a similar 


claim is made against Rabbi Yehuda, and it appears that Rabbi Ye- 
huda does not agree with the idea that an a fortiori inference is 
weakened in this manner. Perhaps he abandoned this derivation in 
this case because he wished to prove his opinion in a manner that 
would also be consistent with the opinion of the Rabbis (Maharam 
Halawa). 


Fats of an ox that is stoned — bpon qiw bw isbn: This issue is dis- 
cussed in the Jerusalem Ta mud and in the Mekhilta, where it is 
mentioned that according to Rabbi Yehuda there is a difference 
between the fats of an ox that is stoned on one hand and the removal 
of leavened bread and the leftover of sacrificial meat on the other. 
While the prohibitions of leavened bread and the leftover of sacrificial 
meat are both connected to time, namely, Passover and the day after 
the offering is sacrificed, respectively, the prohibition of the fats of an 
ox that is stoned is not time dependent. 
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Then Rabbi Yehuda presented a different logical derivation: The 
prohibition against eating and deriving benefit from leftover sacrificial 
meatis clearly included in the prohibition of: And you shall not leave 
over. And leavened bread is also included, in a sense, in the prohibi- 
tion of: And you shall not leave over, as once the time it may be eaten 
expires, one violates the prohibitions of: It shall not be seen, and: It 
shall not be found, by owning it. Just as leftover sacrificial meat is 
subject to burning, so too, leavened bread is subject to burning. 


They said to him: According to your opinion, an uncertain guilt- 
offering and a bird sacrificed as a sin-offering in a case of doubt will 
prove" that this comparison is not valid, as they are also included in 
the prohibition of: And you shall not leave over, since these offerings 
are prohibited after the time in which they may be eaten has expired. 
As we say that they are subject to burning, but you say that an un- 
certain guilt-offering is subject to burial. Rabbi Yehuda was silent, 
as he had no response. 


Rav Yosef said: This is as people say: In the spoon that the carpenter 
made, the mustard will burn" his palate. In other words, one can be 
harmed by his own actions. Similarly, in this case the strongest proof 
against Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion is the one based on Rabbi Yehuda’s 
own statement. 


Abaye said another folk expression: He who made the stocks [sad- 
dana] shall sit in the stocks;" he is repaid through his own handi- 
work. 


Rava said another similar saying: He who made the arrows shall be 
killed with his own arrows; he is repaid through his own handiwork. 


It was taught in the mishna: And the Rabbis say that leavened bread 
need not be burned; rather, one may even crumble it and throw it 
into the wind or the sea." A dilemma was raised before the Sages: 
With regard to what case are they speaking? Do they mean that he 
must specifically crumble it and throw it into the wind or crumble 
it and throw it into the sea? Or perhaps one may crumble it and 
throw it into the wind, but he may cast it into the sea in its pure, 
unadulterated form, without crumbling it first. We also learned in a 
mishna with regard to idolatry in a case like this that Rabbi Yosei 
says: He may grind the idol and throw the dust into the wind or cast 
it into the sea." And a dilemma was raised before the Sages: With 
regard to what case are they speaking? Must one specifically grind 
it and throw it into the wind or grind it and throw it into the sea? 
Or perhaps he may grind it and throw it into the wind; however, he 
may throw it into the sea in its pure, unadulterated form. 


Rabba said: It stands to reason that since idols are thrown into the 
Dead Sea," they do not need grinding, as there is no concern that 
they will be removed and used again. However, leavened bread that 
may be thrown into other rivers, needs crumbling before being cast 
away. Rav Yosef said to him: On the contrary, the opposite is more 
reasonable. Idols, which do not normally disintegrate in the water, 
need grinding. However, leavened bread, which disintegrates in the 
water on its own, does not need crumbling." 


HALAKHA 


Removal of leavened bread - yam Wy’: When one removes leav- 
ened bread, he may do so by crumbling it and throwing it into the 
wind, by burning it, or by casting it into the sea, in accordance with 
the majority opinion of the Rabbis (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
445:1). 


Removal of idolatry - 7% May nya: Idols, or any objects used 
for idolatry, must be ground up and then thrown into the sea or 
into the wind. Even Rabba seems to agree that when one does 


not throw them into the Dead Sea one must grind them up first 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 146:14). 


Crumbling leavened bread - yan 1199: One may remove 
leavened bread by throwing it into the sea, even without 
crumbling it first. However, if it is hard, he should crumble it 
before throwing it in, in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Yosef and his explanation of the baraita (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 445:1). 


NOTES 

According to your opinion...will prove — pat 
aajt: Why don't the Rabbis use the a fortiori infer- 
ence that they suggest and derive that one must 
burn leavened bread? Apparently they believe that 
one cannot derive halakhot of non-sacred items 
from halakhot of consecrated items (Maharam 
Halawa; see Tosafot). 


The mustard will burn - xomm awa: Some ex- 
plain this expression to mean that the carpenter's 
mustard is burned in the spoon that he himself 
made (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


He who made the stocks [saddana] shall sit in 
the stocks — 2303 KID: Some have a different 
version of the text, which reads sadda‘a. This then 
is referring to one who builds ships and rafts and 
is condemned to be chained up on them (Arukh). 


Idols...into the Dead Sea - nban oy my aap: 
This applies specifically to the Dead Sea, since it is 
a place devoid of people. Therefore, whatever is 
thrown into it is considered gone forever. 
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NOTES 
It is permitted to derive benefit — AITA WM: In the 
Jerusalem Talmud it is explained that this statement 
was made with regard to a place where bread baked 


by a gentile was considered to be prohibited. There- 


fore, it does not say that one may eat this leavened 
bread, as it was prohibited regardless. However, there 
are those who are lenient and permit one to eat bread 
baked by a gentile. 


HALAKHA 
Leavened bread of a gentile over which Passover 
has elapsed - nba voy yay mb ynn: Leavened 
bread of a gentile over which Passover has elapsed 
may be eaten by a Jew after Passover, in accordance 
with the mishna (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 448:1). 


Leavened bread of a Jew over which Passover has 
elapsed —npan yoy sayy dye» yin: It is prohibited 
to derive benefit from leavened bread of a Jew over 
which Passover has elapsed, in accordance with the 
mishna (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 445:3). 
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A baraita was taught in accordance with the opinion of Rabba and a 
baraita was taught in accordance with the opinion of Rav Yosef. The 
Gemara explains: A baraita was taught in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabba: If one was walking in the desert with leavened bread in his 
hand and the time came on the eve of Passover to remove it, then he 
must crumble the leavened bread and throw it into the wind. Ifhe was 
traveling on a ship, he must crumble the leavened bread and throw it 
into the sea. And a baraita was taught in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Yosef: If one was walking in the desert and found an idol, he 
must grind it and throw it into the wind. If he was traveling ona ship, 
he must grind it and throw it into the sea. 


The Gemara comments: The requirement of grinding in one baraita is 

difficult for Rabba, since according to his opinion there is no need to 

grind idols before throwing them into the sea. And the requirement of 
crumbling leavened bread mentioned in the other baraita is difficult 

for Rav Yosef, as in his opinion leavened bread need not be crumbled 

before it is thrown into the sea. The Gemara answers: The requirement 
of grinding is not difficult for Rabba. This case, where one is not re- 
quired to grind it, is where he throws it into the Dead Sea. That case, 
where he is required to grind it before throwing it, is where he throws 

it into other rivers. Similarly, the requirement of crumbling is not dif- 
ficult for Rav Yosef. This case is dealing with a bag of wheat that be- 
came leavened. Since wheat does not disintegrate on its own, one must 
grind it up and scatter it into the water. That case is referring to bread. 
Since bread will disintegrate in the water on its own, there is no need to 

crumble it. 


MI S H N A It is permitted for a Jew to derive benefit" from 


leavened bread of a gentile over which Pass- 
over has elapsed," i.e., leavened bread that remains after the conclusion 
of Passover. However, it is prohibited to derive benefit from leaven of 
a Jew over which Passover has elapsed," as it is stated: “And no leavened 
bread shall be seen with you, neither shall there be leaven seen with 
you, in all your borders” (Exodus 13:7). 


The Gemara begins by asking: Who is the au- 
GEMARA heat tiseoti 


thor of the mishna? It is not in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and it is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon, and it is not in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. The Gemara clarifies this question: What is 
the case about which these Sages disagree, and what are their opinions 
on this issue? The Gemara explains: As it was taught in a baraita: One 
who eats or derives benefit from leavened bread, whether before its 
time, starting at midday on Passover eve, or after its time, i.e., leavened 
bread over which Passover has elapsed, transgresses a negative mitzva. 
During its time, on Passover itself, one who eats leavened bread trans- 
gresses a negative mitzva and is liable to receive karet. This is the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Shimon says: One who eats or derives benefit from leavened 

bread, both before its time and after its time, does not transgress any 
prohibition. During its time one is liable to receive karet and trans- 
gresses a negative mitzva for eating or deriving benefit from leavened 

bread. And from the time that it is prohibited to eat leavened bread, 
beginning at midday on Passover eve, it is also prohibited to derive 

benefit from it. The Gemara comments: With this last sentence we have 

come to the opinion of the first tanna, as this statement appears to 

present Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion and not that of Rabbi Shimon. Rabbi 

Yosei HaGelili says: Be astounded with yourself. How can it be pro- 
hibited to derive benefit from leavened bread for all seven days? In 

other words, he disagrees with the premise that it is prohibited to derive 

benefit from leavened bread even during the seven days of Passover. 
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The baraita discusses a related issue: From where is it derived that 
one who eats leavened bread on Passover eve from the sixth 
hour and onward transgresses a negative mitzva? As it is stated: 
“And you shall sacrifice the Paschal lamb to the Lord your God, of 
the flock and the herd, in the place which the Lord shall choose 
to cause His name to dwell there. You shall eat no leavened bread 
with it; for seven days you shall eat matzot, the bread of affliction” 
(Deuteronomy 16:2-3). The juxtaposition of the Paschal lamb 
with the prohibition of leavened bread teaches that the prohibi- 
tion to eat leavened bread begins from the time that the Paschal 
lamb is slaughtered, namely, the afternoon of the fourteenth of 
Nisan. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Shimon said to him: Is it possible to say this? Isn’t it al- 
ready stated: “You shall eat no leavened bread with it; for seven 
days you shall eat matzot”? Since the verse links the prohibition 
of leavened bread to the mitzva of eating matza, one should also 
say that one must eat matza on the fourteenth of Nisan. If so, what 
does it mean when the verse states: “You shall eat no leavened 
bread with it”? The verse indicates that at a time when he is 
under the obligation to get up and eat matza, he is subject to the 
prohibition of: You shall eat no leavened bread. And at a time 
when he is under no obligation to get up and eat matza, he is not 
subject to the prohibition of: You shall eat no leavened bread. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda? The Gemara explains: There are three verses that are 
written" with regard to this prohibition, and in Rabbi Yehuda’s 
opinion each one teaches that the prohibition applies at a different 
time. One verse states: “Leavened bread shall not be eaten” (Ex- 
odus 13:3). Another verse states: “And all that which is leavened 


you shall not eat; in all your habitations you shall eat matzot” 


(Exodus 12:20). And a third verse states: “You shall eat no leav- 
ened bread with it” (Deuteronomy 16:3). One verse indicates 
that there is a prohibition against eating leavened bread even be- 
fore its time, on Passover eve. One verse indicates that there is a 
prohibition against eating leavened bread after its time as well, if 
a Jew owned it during Passover. And one verse indicates that the 
prohibition applies during Passover itself. 


The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Shimon interpret these 
three verses? The Gemara explains: One verse is required to teach 
about the prohibition during its time. The verse: “And all that 
which is leavened you shall not eat” is required for another ha- 
lakha, as it was taught in a baraita: I have derived that leavened 
bread is prohibited only if it became leavened on its own, 
through its own natural process. From where do I derive that if 
it became leavened due to another substance™ it is considered 
to be leavened bread as well? The verse states: “All that which is 
leavened you shall not eat.” This indicates that all leavened bread, 
no matter how it became so, is forbidden during Passover. 


‘The verse “Leavened bread shall not be eaten” is also required 
for another halakha. As it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili says: From where is it derived that the prohibition 
against eating leavened bread during the first Passover in Egypt" 
applied for only one day? The verse states: “Leavened bread 
shall not be eaten,” and this is juxtaposed to the verse that states: 


“This day you go forth in the month of spring” (Exodus 13:4). This 


indicates that the prohibition against eating leavened bread during 
the first Passover in Egypt applied for only that one day. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Yehuda, from where does he derive 
that leavened bread that became leavened due to another sub- 
stance is prohibited? The Gemara answers: He derives it from the 
fact that the Merciful One expresses this halakha with the gen- 
eral term: “That which is leavened”; no additional amplification 
is required. 


NOTES ———_—_————_- 
Three verses are written — ‘NS NIP sogn: Maharam 
Halawa explains that the verse “You shall eat no leavened 
bread with it” is referring to the time before Passover, the 
verse “All that which is leavened you shall not eat” is refer- 
ring to Passover itself, and the verse “Leavened bread shall 
not be eaten" teaches that the prohibition applies after 
Passover has ended. 


Became leavened on its own...if due to another sub- 
stance -= INK 727 nana vow yann: The conclusion 
reached here is that there is almost no practical differ- 
ence between dough that became leavened on its own 
and dough that became leavened through the addition 
of another substance. The only difference between these 
two cases is with regard to the prohibition of: It shall not 
be found. If one actively causes the dough to become leav- 
ened or if one purchases leavened bread, he transgresses 
this prohibition and is flogged. However, if the dough be- 
came leavened by itself then he is not flogged, because he 
did not perform an action (Rambam; Meiri). 


The Passover in Egypt and in later generations — nbs 
ninity own: There are several difference between the hala- 
khot of the first Passover observed by the Jewish people 

before they left Egypt and the halakhot of the festival of 
Passover that apply to all subsequent generations. Some 

of these differences, such as the requirements to designate 

the Paschal lamb on the tenth of Nisan and to smear its 

blood on the doorpost, are explicitly mentioned in the 

Torah. Other differences, such as the one mentioned here 

with regard to the prohibition against eating leavened 

bread beyond the first day of the Festival, are the subject of 
dispute among the Sages. This dispute leads to a difference 

in the understanding of the verses, as some verses indicate 

that the prohibition against eating leavened bread applied 

for only one day during the Passover in Egypt, while others 

seem to indicate that the prohibition lasted for a full seven 

days even during that first Passover. 


HALAKHA 


Became leavened due to another substance - ... yannaw 
‘x 3237 Tana: Leavened bread is prohibited during Pass- 
over whether it became leavened on its own or through 
the addition of another substance (Sefer Mitzvot Gadol, 
negative mitzva 76). 
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NOTES 

It is written in this and it is written in that - 203V873 INS 
īa: Many versions of the talmudic text contain the addi- 
tional term: “And they are necessary,’ i.e., both verses need to 
be mentioned. This assertion can be explained as follows: If 
the obligation to eat matza were mentioned only with regard 
to an uncircumcised man and a resident alien, one might say 
that they are obligated to eat matza because they are not 
obligated in the second Pesah. However, this would not apply 
to one who was ritually impure or on a distant journey, as such 
a person must bring the second Pesah at a later date. On the 
other hand, if the obligation to eat matza were mentioned 
only in reference to one who was ritually impure or on a distant 
journey, one might assume that it applies only to him, because 
he is also obligated to perform other mitzvot. However, with 
regard to an uncircumcised man or a resident alien, perhaps 
there would be no such obligation, since they are excluded 
from other mitzvot as well. Therefore, both verses are necessary 
(Maharam Halawa). 
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The Gemara asks: And this teaching of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili with 
regard to the Passover in Egypt, from where does Rabbi Yehuda 
derive it? The Gemara answers: If you wish, say that he derives it 
from the fact that the phrase “this day” is juxtaposed to it. In 
Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion, the entire verse: “Leavened bread shall 
not be eaten” is not required to make this point; instead, this verse 
indicates that there is an additional time when leavened bread is 
prohibited. Nonetheless, the juxtaposition with the following 
phrase does indicate something significant, namely, that the pro- 
hibition in Egypt was limited to one day. If you wish, say instead 
that Rabbi Yehuda does not employ the homiletic method of 
juxtaposition of verses, except in limited circumstances. Accord- 
ingly, Rabbi Yehuda does not accept Rabbi Yosei HaGelili’s opin- 
ion at all and holds that the prohibition against eating leavened 
bread during the Passover in Egypt applied for all seven days. 


The Master said in the aforementioned baraita: From where is it 
derived that one who eats leavened bread from the sixth hour 
and onward transgresses a negative mitzva? As itis stated: “You 
shall eat no leavened bread with it”; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Shimon said to him: And is it possible to 
say this? Isn’t it already stated: “You shall eat no leavened bread 
with it; for seven days you shall eat matzot,’ linking the time of 
the prohibition against eating leavened bread with the time of the 
mitzva to eat matza? 


The Gemara asks: And indeed Rabbi Shimon is saying well to 
Rabbi Yehuda, so how does Rabbi Yehuda use this verse to sup- 
port his opinion? The Gemara answers that Rabbi Yehuda could 
have said to you: That verse comes to establish it as an obliga- 
tion even nowadays. One might have assumed that after the de- 
struction of the Temple, when the Paschal lamb can no longer be 
brought, the obligation to eat matza no longer applies either. 
Therefore, the verse links the prohibition against eating leavened 
bread to the obligation to eat matza in order to teach that just as 
it is prohibited to eat leavened bread even in the absence of the 
Temple, so too, there remains an obligation to eat matza as well. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Shimon, from where does he de- 
rive the need to establish it as an obligation even after the de- 
struction of the Temple? The Gemara answers: He derives it from 
the following verse: “In the first month, on the fourteenth day of 
the month in the evening, you shall eat matzot, until the twenty- 
first day in the evening” (Exodus 12:18). This verse connects the 
obligation to eat matza to the date of Passover and not only to the 
Paschal lamb. The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Yehuda, what does 
he derive from this verse? The Gemara answers: He requires it to 
teach that there remains an obligation for one who is ritually 
impure or on a distant journey and cannot bring the Paschal 
lamb. It could enter your mind to say that since he will not eat 
the Paschal lamb, he is also not obligated to eat matza and bitter 
herbs. Therefore, the verse teaches us that he is obligated to eat 
them. 


And Rabbi Shimon, from where does he derive this halakha? In 
his opinion, a verse is not necessary to teach that one who is 
ritually impure or on a distant journey is obligated to eat matza 
and bitter herbs, as he is no worse than an uncircumcised man 
or a resident alien. As it is written: “And no uncircumcised man 
shall eat of it” (Exodus 12:48). The added emphasis in “of it” in- 
dicates that only it, the Paschal lamb, he does not eat; however, 
he must eat matza and bitter herbs. The Gemara asks: And 
Rabbi Yehuda, how would he respond? The Gemara answers: 
Granted, the Torah did not need to add this verse. Nonetheless, it 
is written in this context that one who is impure or on a distant 
journey is obligated to eat matza and bitter herbs. And it is written 
in that" context with regard to the uncircumcised man and the 
resident alien as well. 
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After clarifying the opinions of Rabbi Yehuda, Rabbi Shimon, and 
Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, the Gemara asks: In accordance with whose 
opinion is the mishna taught? If one suggests that it is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, this cannot be, as Rabbi Yehuda 
said leavened bread without stipulation that the leavened bread 
belong to a Jew, indicating that one may not even benefit from 
leavened bread of a gentile over which Passover elapsed. Therefore, 
since this opinion contradicts the statement made in the mishna 
discussed here, Rabbi Yehuda can be ruled out as its author. And if 
it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, 


Rabbi Shimon also permits one to derive benefit from leavened 
bread after Passover even if it was owned by a Jew. And if the mish- 
na follows the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, he would permit 
one to derive benefit from it even during Passover. 


Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: Actually, it is possible to explain that the 
mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and he 
derives the restrictions pertaining to the eating ofleaven from the 
restrictions relating to seeing leaven. The prohibition against seeing 
leaven is worded: “It shall not be seen by you.” It is understood to 
mean that you should not see your own or another Jew’s leaven. 
But you may see leaven that belongs to others, i.e., gentiles, and 
leaven consecrated to God. Similarly, with regard to the prohibition 
against eating leaven that was owned by a Jew during Passover after 
Passover, you may not eat your own leavened bread, but you may 
eat the leavened bread of others or the leaven consecrated to God 
after Passover. 


And by right it should have taught that even the eating of leavened 
bread belonging to a gentile is permitted after the conclusion of 
Passover, but since the tanna taught that it is forbidden to derive 
benefit from leavened bread belonging to a Jew after Passover, he 
also taught that it is permitted to derive benefit from leavened 
bread belonging to a gentile. However, one should understand that 
it is permitted to eat this leavened bread as well. And similarly, by 
right it should have taught that even during Passover it is permit- 
ted to derive benefit from leavened bread that belongs to gentiles. 
But since the tanna taught about the leavened bread belonging to 
a Jew after Passover, he also taught about the leavened bread be- 
longing to a gentile after Passover. Thus, one should not infer hala- 
khot from the exact formulation of these details in the baraita, but 
rather understand that the mishna follows Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion. 


Rava said: This is not so. Actually our mishna is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. However, this is difficult, as 
Rabbi Shimon states that it is permitted for a Jew to derive benefit 
from leavened bread that had been owned by another Jew during 
Passover, while our mishna explicitly states that this is forbidden. 
This can be resolved by explaining that Rabbi Shimon argues that 
it is permitted only according to Torah law. However, one who in- 
tentionally commits such a transgression incurs a penalty. Since 
he transgressed" the prohibition it shall not be seen and the pro- 
hibition it shall not be found, the Sages decreed that it is forbidden 
for him to derive benefit from this leavened bread." 


HALAKHA 


Leavened bread over which Passover has elapsed — yan 
nba voy 32y: One may not derive benefit from leavened 
bread that was under Jewish ownership during Passover due 


to a rabbinically instituted fine, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Shimon, as explained by Rava (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 1:4). 


NOTES 


Since he transgressed — mby 7241 Dongin: This statement 
should not be understood as meaning that he actually vio- 
lated the commandment of seeing leavened bread. Rabbi 
Shimon fines him even in a case where he might come to 
commit such a transgression, such as when the leavened 
bread was in a gentile’s possession over Passover (see Ritva). 
Some claim that, as with other cases of fines, this fine applies 
only to one who intentionally violated this commandment, 
and therefore the food would be permitted to one who 
acted unwittingly or under duress. Similarly, it would be 
permitted to one who did not violate the commandment. 
This, however, does not appear to be the case in the Gemara 
(Mikhtam). 
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NOTES 
To whom is the phrase some say referring — DINN W? K1: 


Although the Sages generally assume that the term “others” 


is referring to Rabbi Meir, and the term “some say” is referring 
to Rabbi Natan, there were cases where it was clear to the 
Sages of the Talmud that this principle did not apply, and 
consequently, in this case they asked to whom the phrase 
“some say" refers (Tosafot). 
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The Gemara comments: Granted, according to the opinion of 
Rava, this explanation is consistent with that which was taught 
in the mishna: Leavened bread that belonged to a Jew is forbid- 
den because it is stated: “It shall not be seen” (Exodus 13:7). 
According to this explanation, the connection between the prohi- 
bition against deriving benefit from leavened bread that was 
owned by a Jew during Passover and the verse prohibiting seeing 
leaven during Passover is clear. The prohibition against deriving 
benefit from this leavened bread is a rabbinically instituted fine for 
transgressing the Torah prohibition of “It shall not be seen” But 
according to the opinion of Rav Aha bar Ya’akov, which states 
that our mishna follows the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and which 
renders forbidden by Torah law deriving benefit from leavened 
bread that was owned by a Jew during Passover, why is this verse 
cited? The mishna should have said that it is forbidden due to the 
verse “Leavened bread shall not be eaten” (Exodus 13:3), as that 
is the verse from which Rabbi Yehuda derives this prohibition. 


The Gemara answers: Do you hold that this proof is referring to 

the latter clause of the mishna, where the prohibition against 
deriving benefit from leavened bread owned by a Jew is discussed? 
It is referring to the first clause of the mishna, which discusses 

permission to derive benefit from leavened bread owned by a 
gentile, and this is what it is saying: Leavened bread of a gentile, 
over which Passover has elapsed, i.e., that remains after the con- 
clusion of Passover, it is permissible to derive benefit from it, due 

to the verse where it is stated: “It shall not be seen by you.” This 

indicates that you may not see your own leaven, but you may see 

leaven that belongs to others and leaven consecrated to God. And 

he derives the details about the prohibition of eating leaven from 

the prohibition of seeing leaven. The verse “It shall not be seen by 
you” should be understood as an explanation of what is permitted 

and not as an explanation of what is forbidden. 


The Gemara comments that Rava and Rav Aha bar Ya’akov follow 
their line of reasoning. For it was stated that they dispute this 
issue: With regard to one who eats leaven ofa gentile over which 
Passover has elapsed, i.e., that remains after the conclusion of 
Passover, according to the statement of Rabbi Yehuda, Rava 
said: He is flogged, as he has violated a Torah prohibition. And 
Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: He is not flogged. 


The Gemara explains: Rava said that according to Rabbi Yehuda, 
he is flogged, as Rabbi Yehuda does not derive the prohibition 
against eating leaven from the prohibition against seeing leaven. 
Instead, he derives the prohibition from a verse that does not 
use the words “to you,” and therefore leavened bread owned by a 
gentile over Passover is forbidden in all circumstances. Rav Aha 
bar Yaakov said: He is not flogged, as Rabbi Yehuda learns the 
prohibition against eating leaven from the prohibition against 
seeing leaven, and thus it is limited to leavened bread owned 
bya Jew. 


The Gemara notes: Rav Aha bar Ya'akov retracted that position 

on this matter. As it was taught in a baraita: One who eats conse- 
crated leavened bread during the festival of Passover is guilty of 
misuse of consecrated items. If one performed this action unin- 
tentionally, then he must offer a guilt- offering to atone for using a 

consecrated item for non-sacred purposes. And some say: He is 

not guilty of misuse of consecrated items. 


The Gemara asks: To whom is the phrase in the baraita: Some say, 
referring?’ Rabbi Yohanan said: This is Rabbi Nehunya ben 
HaKana. As it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Nehunya ben 
HaKana would render the status of Yom Kippur the same as that 
of Shabbat with regard to payment for damage caused by a person 
in violation of the prohibitions of that day. 
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Just as one who desecrates Shabbat by intentionally causing 
damage to his fellow’s property, e.g., by lighting his stack of grain 

on fire, is liable to receive the death penalty, since one who in- 
tentionally desecrates Shabbat is punished by stoning and is 

therefore exempt" from payment, the basis for this exemption 

being the principle that after committing multiple transgressions, 
one is punished only with the most severe punishment; so too, 
one who causes damage by desecrating Yom Kippur is liable to 

receive the death penalty, as this violation is punished with karet, 
i.e, spiritual death at the hand of Heaven, and is therefore ex- 
empt from payment. According to this position, one who eats 

leavened bread during Passover and is deserving of karet should 

also be exempt from other punishments, including the penalty 
for misuse of consecrated items. In any case, it is clear that both 

Sages mentioned in the baraita agree that leavened bread has 

monetary value. This must be due to the fact that one is permit- 
ted to derive benefit from it after Passover. Therefore, it appears 

that they both accept Rabbi Shimon’s position. 


Rav Yosef said: The dispute mentioned in this baraita should 
be understood differently. Both tanna’im in the baraita accept 
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, which states that one may 
derive benefit from leavened bread during Passover, and thus, in 
principle, one should be permitted to derive benefit from this 
consecrated leavened bread. Yet, unlike non-sacred leavened 
bread, which one may sell to gentiles or feed to dogs, it is pro- 
hibited to use consecrated leavened bread in this way. Therefore, 
the question whether this leavened bread has any monetary 
value depends on the question whether one may redeem con- 
secrated items in order to feed them to dogs," and it is about 
this point that the tanna’im disagree. 


The one who said that he misused consecrated items by using 
this leavened bread during Passover holds that one may redeem 
consecrated items in order to feed them to dogs. Because the 
food may be redeemed for this purpose, the consecrated leav- 
ened bread does have some monetary value, and therefore using 
it is considered misuse of consecrated items. And the one who 
said that he did not misuse consecrated items holds that con- 
secrated property may not be redeemed for this purpose, but 
only in order to provide food for a Jewish person. In this case, 
since it is forbidden to eat this leavened bread during Passover, 
the consecrated leavened bread has no value at all at this time. 
Therefore one who eats such leavened bread is not guilty of 
misuse of consecrated items. 


The Gemara comments: Rav Aha bar Rava taught 


this halakha in the name of Rav Yosef with the following 
formulation: Everyone agrees that one may not redeem con- 
secrated items in order to feed them to dogs. And here, they 
disagree with regard to the question of whether an item that 
can cause a financial loss is considered to be of monetary 
value. The Sages disagree about the status of an object that does 
not have any present value but iflost or destroyed will cause the 
owner financial loss. In other words, they disagree as to whether 
such an item is considered to have inherent value. This dispute 
can be applied to our discussion of the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, 
who states that one is permitted to eat leavened bread after Pass- 
over even if it was owned by a Jew. 


NOTES 


Is liable to receive the death penalty and exempt - ann 
{wa iwa: This is not simply an application of the principle: He 
receives the greater of the two penalties, that one who commit- 
ted multiple transgressions is exempt from punishment for the 
less severe crime. Rather, it is a Torah decree that is derived from 
the verses themselves, and the various Sages differ as to which 
verses it is derived from. The decree states that one who is liable 
to be punished with the death penalty for a specific offense is 
exempt from paying for damage that he caused through the 
same action. This exemption applies even when the death pen- 
alty is not implemented for lack of witnesses, a warning, or any 
other reason. So long as the damaging action was simultaneous 
with a transgression of this nature, he need not pay for damage. 
This concept serves as the basis for Rabbi Nehunya ben HaKana’s 
statement, which is an extension of this principle. 


HALAKHA 
Redemption of consecrated items - DWT 1119: One may not 
redeem consecrated items that are unfit for human consumption 
in order to feed them to dogs. Instead, such items should be left 
untouched and, if necessary, should be buried (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe’ah 2:10). 
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HALAKHA 


An item that can cause a financial loss — 07137 134 
qin): An item that will lead to a financial loss if de- 
stroyed, such as a promissory note, or something that 
will have value in the future, is treated as though it 
has monetary value. Therefore, if a person damages or 
destroys such an item he is obligated to reimburse its 
owner for its loss (Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 386:1). 


A prohibited mixture - Vey naiwna: Most items pro- 
hibited by the Torah, with certain notable exceptions, 
are nullified once they fall into a mixture, as long as they 
do not give flavor to it, which in practice is assessed as 
one part in sixty. This applies both when the mixture is 
the same type as the prohibited item and when it is of 
a different type, as the halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish when 
they disagree with Rav and Shmuel (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 98:1). 


NOTES 


A mixture with a forbidden food - wm. naiwan: The 
many issues that arise when a portion of a prohib- 
ited food is mixed together with permitted foods are 
discussed at great length in tractates Avoda Zara and 
Zevahim. Numerous distinctions exist, based on the 
status of the prohibited food that fell in, the mixture 
into which it fell, and the severity of the prohibition 
attached to the prohibited food. However, the general 
principle behind these laws is that the prohibited item 
is nullified when it is mixed with a majority of permit- 
ted food to the extent that one considers it as though 
it were no longer present. However, there are several 
exceptions to this rule when considering an important 
object, such as a piece of meat fit to serve guests, a 
whole creature, etc. Similarly, a food might not be able 
to be nullified because its prohibited status can be 
changed to a permitted one via other means, such as 
a change in time or place, or a relevant action. 

The principles governing mixtures are also related 
to the principles governing cases of uncertainty, as it 
is not known exactly which objects in the mixture are 
prohibited. However, the principle of nullification is 
effective to a greater extent than the principles gov- 
erning cases of uncertainty, such that once an object 
is nullified in a mixture it is considered as though it has 
entirely disappeared within the majority of permitted 
objects, and there is no longer cause for concern with 
regard to its presence. 
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The Gemara explains: The one who said that he misused consecrated 

property by using consecrated leavened bread during Passover holds 

that an item that can cause a financial loss" is considered to be of 
monetary value. Although the leavened bread is currently worthless, 
it can be eaten after Passover and will have some value at that time. It 
is therefore considered to have monetary value now, such that one 

who uses it is guilty of misuse of consecrated items. And the one who 

said that he did not misuse consecrated property holds that an item 

that can cause a financial loss is not considered to be of monetary 
value. Therefore, since the leavened bread is currently worthless, one 

who uses it would not be guilty of misuse of consecrated property. 


Rav Aha bar Ya’akov explains the issue as follows: Everyone agrees 
that an item that can cause a financial loss is considered to be of 
monetary value, and here they disagree with regard to the same 
point of dispute as Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon. The opinion 
of the one who said that he did not misuse consecrated items is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who maintains that 
one may not derive benefit from leavened bread that was owned bya 
Jew during Passover. Thus, the consecrated leavened bread is worthless, 
since it will remain prohibited after Passover as well. And the one who 
said that he misused consecrated items is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who maintains that one may derive ben- 
efit from leavened bread after the conclusion of Passover even if it was 
owned by a Jew during Passover. Therefore, the consecrated leavened 
bread is considered to be of monetary value, and one who uses it is 
guilty of misuse of consecrated items. 


The Gemara raises a challenge: But isn’t it Rav Aha bar Ya’akov 
who said that Rabbi Yehuda derives the details of the prohibition 
against eating leaven from the details of the prohibition against see- 
ing leaven? Just as it is permitted to see the leavened bread ofa gentile 
or of God, so too, it is permitted to eat this type of leavened bread 
after Passover. Therefore, consecrated leavened bread would be per- 
mitted after Passover even according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 
Rather, it should be understood that Rav Aha bar Ya’akov retracted 
that explanation of Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion, and agrees with Rava, 
who explains that Rabbi Yehuda maintains that any leavened bread in 
existence during Passover is forbidden afterward. 


Rav Ashi said that everyone agrees that one does not redeem 

consecrated property in order to feed it to dogs, and similarly, every- 
one agrees that an item that can cause a financial loss is not consid- 
ered to be of monetary value. And here, in this baraita, they disagree 

with regard to the same point of dispute as do Rabbi Yosei HaGelili 

and the Rabbis. The opinion of the one who said that he misused 

consecrated items by eating the consecrated leavened bread is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, who maintains 

that one may derive benefit from leavened bread that belongs to a 

Jew even during the seven days of Passover. Therefore, since the leav- 
ened bread has some value, one is guilty of misuse of consecrated 

items by using it. And the opinion of the one who said that he did 

not misuse consecrated items is in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis, who maintain that one may not derive benefit from leav- 
ened bread during Passover, thus rendering the consecrated leavened 

bread worthless. Although it may have some value after Passover, an 

item that can cause a financial loss is not considered to be of monetary 
value, and therefore it is presently considered to be worthless. 


Rav said: With regard to leavened bread that becomes mixed with 
permitted food, the following distinction applies. During its time of 
prohibition, i.e., during the seven days of Passover, leavened bread is 
forbidden whether it is mixed with its own type, for example, when 
leavened flour is mixed with matza flour or when unleavened matza 
is mixed with leavened matza, or it is mixed with another type of 
substance. Not during its time of prohibition, but rather after Pass- 
over, if it is mixed with its own type of substance, then it is prohib- 
ited. However, if it is mixed with another type of substance, then it 
is permitted. ™ 
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The Gemara asks: With what are we dealing? If you say that there is 
enough leavened bread such that it gives flavor" to the mixture, i.e., at 
least one part in sixty, then if it is not during its time and mixed with 
another type of substance, why is it permitted? Doesn't it give flavor 
to the mixture, and, as one who eats this mixture will distinguish the 
forbidden flavor, the entire mixture is forbidden?" 


Rather, this case is dealing with any amount, a minimal quantity of 
leavened bread" that has been mixed with a large quantity of matza. The 
halakha in this case is that leavened bread during its time of prohibi- 
tion is forbidden, whether it is mixed with its own type of substance 
or with another type of substance. This statement of Rav conforms to 
his line of reasoning as follows: As itis Ravand Shmuel who both say: 
With regard to any foods forbidden by the Torah that become mixed 
with permitted foods, if the permitted food is of its own type, such that 
it is impossible to distinguish one from another, then even any amount 
of the prohibited substance renders the entire mixture prohibited. How- 
ever, if the forbidden food was mixed with another type of substance, 
then the mixture becomes prohibited only when there is enough of the 
forbidden item to give flavor to the mixture. 


Rav rendered an additional decree prohibiting leavened bread during 
its time of prohibition, when that leavened bread is mixed with an- 
other type of food even when only a small bit of it is mixed in, due to 
the prohibition against consuming a comparable mixture with its own 
type of substance. Owing to the severity of the prohibition against 
consuming leavened bread during Passover, Rav thought it necessary 
to render this additional decree. Rav’s statement that leavened bread is 
forbidden not during its time, when it is mixed with its own type of 
substance, is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who 
says that according to the Torah, leavened bread is forbidden even after 
Passover, and thus even a mixture of it is prohibited. 


But if it is mixed with another type of substance it is permitted, be- 
cause there is no need to go so far as to render a decree with regard 
to a mixture with another type of substance not during its time, due 
to the prohibition of a mixture with the same type of substance. Rav 
maintains that when any prohibited item falls into a mixture of a differ- 
ent type of substance, it is nullified, unless it gives flavor to the new 
mixture. Therefore, the same principle should apply to leavened bread 
after Passover, and a small amount should be nullified once the more 
serious prohibition no longer applies to it. 


In contrast, Shmuel said that if leavened bread becomes mixed with 
permitted food during its time of prohibition, then the following dis- 
tinction applies: If it becomes mixed with its own type of food it is 
forbidden, but if it becomes mixed with another type of food it is 
permitted. Ifit becomes mixed together not during its time of prohibi- 
tion, but after Passover, then regardless of whether it becomes mixed 
with its own type or with another type of substance, it is permitted. 
With regard to the statement that leavened bread mixed with the same 
type of substance during its time of prohibition is forbidden, Shmuel 
conforms to his line of reasoning below: As it is Ravand Shmuel who 
both say: With regard to any foods prohibited by the Torah that be- 
come mixed with permitted foods, if the permitted food is of its own 
type, such that it is impossible to distinguish one from another, then 
even any amount of the prohibited substance renders the entire mixture 
prohibited. However, if the prohibited food is mixed with another type 
of substance, then the mixture becomes prohibited only when there is 
enough of the forbidden item to give flavor to the mixture. 


And Shmuel did not render a decree prohibiting a mixture with an- 
other type of substance, due to the prohibition against consuming a 
mixture with its same type. However, not during its time, but rather 
after Passover, the mixture is permitted, regardless of whether it was 
mixed with its own type or with another type. And this statement is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who states that after 
Passover one may derive benefit from leavened bread that was owned 
by a Jew during Passover. 


NOTES 


Gives flavor - oyy pia: Usually, when forbidden food 
is mixed with permitted food, and the flavor of the 
forbidden food can no longer be detected, the mixture 
is permitted. A mixture of this kind may be given to a 
non-Jewish cook to determine whether or not the flavor 
of the non-kosher ingredients is noticeable. If this is 
not possible, the mixture is presumed to be kosher if it 
contains at least sixty times as much permitted as for- 
bidden food, as the Sages assessed that no substance 
can give flavor at this ratio. 


Leavened bread that gives flavor — oyy pnia yan: 
The early commentaries ask why it is necessary for 
Rabbi Yohanan to state that a small amount of leav- 
ened bread makes the mixture forbidden, given the 
principle that an item that can be permitted by other 
means can never be nullified. As the halakha, which 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, is 
that leavened bread is permitted after the conclusion of 
Passover, it is considered an item that can be permitted 
by other means, and therefore any amount of leavened 
bread will cause the mixture to become forbidden. They 
answer that apparently Rabbi Yohanan does not render 
leavened bread permitted after Passover, and there- 
fore this principle does not apply in this case (Ramban; 
Milhemet Hashem). 


Any amount of leavened bread - 11waa yay: 
Several different explanations are offered as the ratio- 
nale behind this stringency. Some say that because the 
leavened bread will be permitted after Passover it is 
considered to be a forbidden item that can be permit- 
ted via other means, with regard to which the halakha 
is more stringent. Others say that since one is permit- 
ted to eat leavened bread during the rest of the year, 
it is logical that one is especially strict about it during 
Passover in order to prevent himself from accidentally 
eating it. Still others suggest that this stringency is di- 
rectly connected to the punishment of karet and the 
prohibition against seeing leavened bread, neither of 
which applies to most other forbidden items (Meiri). 
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HALAKHA 
A mixture of leavened bread - yan naiwna: During Passover, 
even a small bit of leavened bread that falls into a mixture 
renders it forbidden, whether it is mixed into the same type of 
substance or into a different type of substance, in accordance 
with Rava's ruling (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 447:1). 


Leavened bread after Passover — i333 Kow ynn: The halakha 
with regard to a mixture containing leavened bread at a time 
that is not Passover, either before or after the Festival, is that 
the leavened bread is subject to nullification in the mixture 
regardless of whether it falls into the same type of substance 
or into a different type of substance, so long as it is less than 
one-sixtieth of the mixture (Tur). Most authorities rule that 
when the leavened bread fell into a mixture after Passover, 
the leavened bread can be nullified in a mixture so long as 
the permitted substance constitutes a majority of the mixture 
(Beer Heitev; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 447:1). 


NOTES ———_____—_—_ 

But a mixture, no - xb nanny by bax: It is insufficient 
for a mixture to have a one-to-one ratio of leavened bread to 
permitted food in order to be permitted. Rather, the leavened 
bread must be nullified by the majority of the permitted food 
even if it still is of sufficient quantity to impart a noticeable 
d 

e 

d 


taste (Ritva). This principle applies only when the leavene 
bread fell into the mixture unintentionally. However, if on 
intentionally created such a mixture, Rabbi Shimon wou 
impose a penalty, and the mixture would be forbidden (Ra'ah). 


Leavened bread from the gentiles - son DITTA: Some 
explain that Rav Nahman only instructed them to buy leaven, 
i.e., yeast, so that they could make their own bread, but he 
did not give them permission to purchase leavened bread 
itself. This distinction could be based on the stringency of the 
prohibition against leavened bread, or because Rav Nahman 
himself is of the opinion that throughout the year one may not 
eat bread baked by gentiles (Maharam Halawa). 
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And Rabbi Yohanan said: With regard to leavened bread that 
falls into a mixture during its time of prohibition, whether it is 
mixed with its own type of substance or another type of sub- 
stance, it becomes prohibited only when there is enough of the 
forbidden item to give flavor to the mixture. However, not during 
its time of prohibition, but rather after Passover, it is always per- 
mitted, regardless of whether it falls into a mixture of its own 
type of substance or whether it falls into a mixture of another 
type of substance. 


The Gemara explains this position: With regard to the statement 
that leavened bread that falls into a mixture during its time of 
prohibition, whether with its own type of food or with another 
type of food, then it is prohibited only when it gives flavor to the 
mixture, Rabbi Yohanan conforms to his line of reasoning below. 
As it is Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish who both say: With 
regard to any foods forbidden by the Torah that fall into a mix- 
ture, whether of its own type of food or another type of food, 
the mixture is prohibited when there is enough of the forbidden 
item to give flavor to the mixture. If less than this amount falls 
into the mixture, it is nullified by the large majority of permitted 
food. Rabbi Yohanan’s statement that not during its time of pro- 
hibition, but rather after Passover, it is permitted, regardless of 
whether it falls into a mixture of its own type of food or into a 
mixture of another type of food, is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Shimon, who maintains that leavened bread owned 
by a Jew during Passover is not prohibited afterward. 


Rava said: The halakha is that with regard to the prohibition 
against eating a mixture of leavened bread during its time of 
prohibition, i.e., during Passover, regardless of whether it is mixed 
with its own type or with another type, it is forbidden," even 
if any amount becomes mixed in, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav. Not during its time of prohibition, but rather after the 
conclusion of Passover, regardless of whether the leavened 
bread was mixed with its own type or with another type, it is 
permitted, even when it gives flavor to the mixture. This is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who states that 
leavened bread owned by a Jew during Passover is permitted after 
Passover." 


The Gemara asks: Did Rava actually say this, that according to 
Rabbi Shimon, leavened bread owned by a Jew on Passover 
is permitted after Passover? But didn’t Rava himself say that 
Rabbi Shimon imposed a penalty forbidding one from deriving 
benefit from leavened bread owned by a Jew during Passover, 
since he transgressed the prohibition it shall not be seen and 
the prohibition it shall not be found? 


The Gemara resolves this challenge: This penalty applies only to 
leavened bread that is in its pure unadulterated form, but with 
regard to a mixture, no," one does not impose a penalty, even 
though the leavened bread is still extant. The Gemara adds: And 
Rava follows his line of reasoning, stated elsewhere, that indi- 
cates that he rules in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shi- 
mon, as Rava said: While we were studying in Rav Nahman’s 
house, on the evening when the seven days of Passover had 
passed, he said to us: Go and buy leavened bread from the 
gentiles" who baked it on that day, the last day of Passover. Based 
on this story, it is clear that he maintained that one may eat 
leavened bread that was owned by a gentile during Passover. 
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Rav said: Earthenware pots in which leavened bread was cooked 
during Passover should be broken, as some small quantity of the 
flavor of the leavened bread was absorbed into the pot. It is therefore 
prohibited to cook in them again, as the forbidden flavor of this leav- 
ened bread would be transmitted to the new food. The Gemara asks: 
And why was Rav so stringent with regard to these pots? Let him 
retain the pots until after the conclusion of Passover and prepare 
mixtures of another type of food in them. Even Rav maintains that 
when a small bit of leavened bread is mixed with another type of food 
after Passover, the mixture is permitted. The Gemara explains that he 
did allow this due to a rabbinic decree that perhaps one will come 
to prepare a mixture of the same type in these pots, causing their 
contents to become prohibited. He therefore instructed that one 
destroy these pots in order to avoid this pitfall. 


And Shmuel said: They need not be broken. Rather, he should re- 
tain them" until after its time, i.e., the conclusion of Passover, and 
then he may prepare food of either the same type or another type 
in them." 


And Shmuel follows his line of reasoning, stated elsewhere, as 
Shmuel said to the pot merchants, who would dramatically raise 
their prices after Passover: Level the prices for your pots. And if you 
do not bring your prices down, I will teach you that the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon," that one is permit- 
ted to derive benefit from leavened bread after Passover. This ruling 
would lead people to retain their vessels and desist from purchasing 
new vessels after Passover, and consequently the merchants would 
lose business. 


The Gemara asks: Let him indeed teach this ruling to them, for 
Shmuel holds that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon, as was previously mentioned. As such, why did he 
not publicize his opinion on the matter? The Gemara answers: It was 
Rav’s locale," and therefore it would not be appropriate for Shmuel 
to publicly present a position with which Rav did not agree. However, 
when he saw the merchants raising their prices in an unfair manner, 
he nevertheless threatened to make his opinion on the matter public. 


The Gemara recounts: There was a certain oven that they smeared 
with grease from meat, and consequently the flavor of meat was ab- 
sorbed into it, and then they used it to bake bread. Rava bar Ahilai 
prohibited eating this bread even with salt, and not just with milk. 
This status would apply forever to bread baked in this oven, even dur- 
ing subsequent baking, lest one eat such bread with kutah, a dairy- 
based seasoning, which would be a violation of the prohibition against 
eating meat with milk. 


The Gemara raises an objection to this statement: It was taught that 
one may not knead the dough with milk," and if he did knead the 
dough with milk, then all of the bread is prohibited due to concern 
that he will commit a habitual transgression. As one habitually eats 
bread with meat, there is a concern that one will come to eat this bread 
with meat as well, unwittingly transgressing the prohibition against 
eating meat with milk. Similarly, 


He should retain them — ay) mn: This appears to contradict 
the principle that one may not intentionally effect the neutral- 
ization of a prohibited item. As such, why was it permitted in 
this situation? The Ritva offers several reasons why this case 
is different. First, when the flavor of the leavened bread was 
absorbed by the walls of the pot it was still permitted, and the 
prohibition would apply only if it were to emerge via cook- 
ing during Passover. Second, even if the flavor of the leavened 
bread were transmitted by the pot, it would add a bad flavor 
to the food, which would not make it prohibited. Finally, it can 
be assumed that only a small bit of the flavor of the leavened 
bread will be transmitted by the pot, and consequently there is 


room for leniency. 


NOTES 
| will teach you that the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon — jiyiaw +392 2 PWI: In this case 
Shmuel wished to prevent the pot merchants from exploiting 
the people's piety to turn a larger profit. Therefore, he threatened 
to make the lenient opinion known, which would cause many 
people to desist from purchasing new pots after Passover. 


Rav’s locale — 291 mW: Ordinarily, when a certain Sage lives in 
a city and the people there accept him as their leader, then he is 
considered the spiritual leader of that place. The residents of the 
city are required to accept his legal rulings so long as they were 
not rejected categorically by the other Sages. Therefore, even 
after Rav’s death it was still considered unacceptable for a Sage 
to present a position that Rav opposed in his locale. 


rom the publisher 


HALAKHA 


Pots on Passover — Mb|a nit: Pots used during the year 


ion of Passover. 


he kneaded the 
eaten. However, 


for leavened bread should be cleaned from any actual 
particles of leavened bread and put away for the dura- 


However, one is permitted to use them 


after Passover, as stated by Shmuel and accepted by Rava 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 4511). 

Dough with milk - abna Mp: It is prohibited to put 
milk in dough, lest one eat the bread with meat, and if 


dough with milk, the bread may not be 
one may put milk in dough if he makes 


small rolls that can be consumed in one sitting or if they 
have a unique shape that distinguishes them as dairy 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 97:1). 
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NOTES 


Fat tail [alya] of a sheep - mre: The alya is the long, thick, 


fatty tail of the genus of sheep that was common in Eretz 
Yisrael and the surrounding areas during the Temple era. The 
tail covered the entire back of the sheep, to the extent that it 
was difficult to ascertain the gender of the sheep, particularly 
in younger animals. The Torah commands that when a sheep 
is brought as a peace-offering, the tail is one of the parts of 
the animal burned on the altar. This applies only to sheep, as 
other animals that were sacrificed, e.g., goats, do not have 
this kind of tail. 


These knives — °3D 37: Some explain that these knives 
require purging in boiling water and whitening by fire even 
though they are ordinarily used for cutting bread, because 
one will occasionally insert them into a pot that is cooking 
on the fire (Mikhtam). 


In boiling water in a primary vessel - ;1wx7 oon pania: 
Most authorities explain that, in contrast to the halakhot of 
Shabbat, this applies only to a primary vessel that is on the 
fire, and not to one that has been removed from the fire. 


HALAKHA 

Rendering earthenware pots kosher — nad nip ws: 
Earthenware pots that were used to cook ‘leavened bread 
cannot be used during Passover, and even if one fills them 
with coals or places them in the oven there is still concern 
hat he will not heat them thoroughly enough, as stated in 
he Gemara. The only way these vessels can be prepared for 
use on Passover is if they are returned to the kiln, as stated 
by Tosafot (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 451:1). 


Rendering a griddle kosher - x31a NW: A griddle used 
or baking leavened bread cannot be used for Passover after 
being kindled from the outside. However, if one fills it with 
coals, it is permissible to use such a pan on Passover (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 451:2). 


Rendering knives kosher — 030 MWI: In order to render 
a knife fit for use on Passover one must purge it in boiling 
water in a primary vessel, even if it is not resting on the fire 
(Tur). One must first be sure that it is entirely free of rust 
or other filth before this immersion (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 451:3). 
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one may not smear the inside of an oven with the fat tail [alya] 
of a sheep," because it is meat. And if one did smear it over the 
oven, then all of the bread baked in it is prohibited, lest one 
accidentally eat this bread with milk. However, this applies only 
until one kindles the oven and burns off this fat. The Gemara 
infers from this baraita that if the oven was kindled afterward 
then it is permitted in any case. This would seem to present a 
conclusive refutation of the statement of Rava bar Ahilai who 
maintains that the bread cooked in this oven is prohibited for- 
ever, even after the oven is rekindled. The Gemara concludes: 
Indeed, this is a conclusive refutation of his opinion. 


Ravina said to Rav Ashi: Since the statement of Rava bar Ahilai 
was refuted, why did Rav say that pots that were used for leav- 
ened bread on Passover should be broken? Presumably, their 
status could be remedied in the same way as was that of this oven, 
by heating them on a fire until the flavor of the leavened bread 
absorbed in them was removed. Rav Ashi said to him: There is 
a distinction between these two cases. There, it is referring to a 
metal oven, which can be cleansed through an additional kin- 
dling, while here, it is referring to an earthenware pot, where 
additional kindling is insufficient, as the earthenware has the 
capacity to absorb more of the flavor of the leavened bread and 
it cannot be purged by fire. 


If you wish, say instead that both this, the oven, and that, the 
pot, are earthenware, but that the following distinction applies. 
This, the oven, is kindled from the inside, and as the fire is 
kindled inside the oven itself, it consumes the absorbed flavor of 
the leavened bread. While that, the pot, is kindled from the 
outside, such that the flavor of the prohibited material absorbed 
in the pot is not purged by the fire. And if you say, so too here, 
in the case of the pot, he should perform the kindling procedure 
on the pots from the inside to remove that which has been ab- 
sorbed, this is not reasonable. Presumably, the owner of the pot 
will be concerned lest it burst if he makes the pot too hot. There- 
fore, he will not use sufficient heat to ensure that the leavened 
bread that has been absorbed will be completely purged." 


The Gemara concludes: Therefore, based on this principle, this 
griddle made from earthenware tiles that was used to bake bread 
is a type of oven where the kindling is from the outside and 
therefore prohibited. But if he fills it with burning coals, then 
it seems well and it can be used afterward." Because this vessel 
is often subject to a high level of heat, the owner will not be 
concerned that it will break when heated. 


Ravina said to Rav Ashi: With regard to these knives," how do 

we prepare them for use during Passover? Rav Ashi said to him: 
For me, personally, we craft new ones. Ravina said to him: It 
works out well for Master, as you are able to afford new knives. 
However, what should one who is unable to purchase new 
knives do? He said to him: I was speaking of making them like 

new by thoroughly cleaning them in the following manner: One 

should cover the wooden handles in mud, so that they will not 
be burned, and heat the metal with fire until it is white-hot. And 

then I place the handles of the knives in boiling water in order 
to remove anything that had been absorbed into the wood. And 

the halakha is that with regard to both this, the blade, and that, 
the handle, it is sufficient to immerse them in boiling water, so 

long as this water is still in a primary vessel." The water must 
still be in the original pot in which it was boiled and not poured 

from another pot. 
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Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: A wooden ladle" should 
be purged in boiling water in a primary vessel in order to re- 
move the flavor of the forbidden food that it absorbed. The 
Gemara states: He holds in accordance with the principle: As 
it absorbs the flavor of the forbidden substance, so it emits it. 
The same cooking method and level of heat that caused the fla- 
vor of the forbidden substance to be absorbed in the vessel 
suffices to discharge the flavor of that substance from the vessel. 
Therefore, a ladle that absorbed flavor of leavened bread from a 
pot of boiling water which was over a fire will discharge the 
flavor of leavened bread once it is placed in the boiling water 
again. 


They raised a dilemma before Ameimar: Concerning certain 

glazed [konya]! earthenware vessels,"® what is the halakha with 

regard to using them during Passover? The Gemara explains: 

With regard to green vessels, the dilemma need not even be 

raised, as they are certainly prohibited as their coating does 

not prevent them from absorbing the flavor of leavened bread. 
Let the dilemma be raised with regard to black and white ves- 
sels: What is the halakha here? And furthermore, the dilemma 
need not be raised when they have cracks; as the leavened 

bread will remain stuck in these cracks, they are certainly pro- 
hibited. Let the dilemma be raised with regard to smooth 

vessels: What is the halakha in that case? 


Ameimar said to him: I saw that some of the liquid is expelled 

[demidayeti]?" from the outside of the vessel. Apparently they 
absorb and are therefore prohibited, as they cannot be pre- 
pared for use on Passover through cleansing, and the Torah 

testified about earthenware vessels that when they absorb the 

flavor of a prohibited substance, they will never leave their 

defective status’ and they remain permanently prohibited. The 

Torah states that a person may cleanse other vessels by scouring 

and rinsing them, whereas it states that earthenware vessels 

must be broken. 


The Gemara asks: What is different about wine used for a liba- 
tion, with regard to which the halakha of earthenware vessels is 
more lenient? As Mareimar taught: A glazed earthenware ves- 
sel is permitted whether it is black, white, or green if it was 
used to store wine belonging to gentiles.” Any wine that came 
in contact with gentiles is suspected of having been poured as a 
libation offering to idolatry. And if you say that it is possible to 
distinguish between the prohibition of wine used for a libation, 
which is a rabbinic prohibition, and that of leavened bread, 
which is forbidden by Torah law, this is difficult, as all ordi- 
nances that the Sages instituted, they instituted similar to 
Torah law. Once they have declared that this item is prohibited, 
the principles applicable to Torah prohibitions apply to it as well. 
Ameimar said to him: The distinction between the two cases is 
that with regard to this vessel, which is used for cooking during 
Passover, its primary use is with hot foods, and therefore the 
flavor of the leavened bread has become absorbed within its 
walls. But with regard to this vessel, which is used to store wine, 
its primary use is with cool liquids, which are not absorbed to 
the same degree. 


NOTES 
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LANGUAGE 


Glazed [konya] — x31): From the Greek kovia, konya, meaning 
cement. This phrase refers to vessels plastered with lime or stucco. 


HALAKHA 
Glazed vessels — K398: Glazed vessels are considered the 
same as earthenware vessels with regard to the method of ren- 
dering them kosher for Passover (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
451:23). 


Glazed vessels and libation wine - Jp) ™a Knip 13: A glazed 
vessel, i.e., earthenware covered in glass, that has been used to 
store cool wine belonging to a gentile must be scoured and 
washed in order to be used on Passover (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 135:6). 


BACKGROUND 
Glazed vessels [manei dekonya] — i347 aKa: As described in 
he Talmud, manei dekonya are glazed vessels, where the glaze 
was made from different types of materials in order to give the 
vessel various colors. Due to the variation in material, different 
ypes of glaze also affected the degree to which the contents of 
he vessels were absorbed into their walls. 

The image displays clay vessels coated with a red glaze from 
he talmudic period discovered in Dura-Europos, Babylonia, 
which is in modern Syria, and a clay jug with a green glaze from 
he same area. Note the difference between the glazed and 
unglazed sections of the jug. 


Glazed pottery 


Wooden ladle — 1195 yX: Some say that this was nota ladle used 
for stirring but a peg placed into a cauldron full of thick stew in 
order to cool it down (Ritva; Maharam Halawa). 


Expelled [demidayeti] — m1: Some explain that this word 
is related to the word for ink [deyo], and means that they be- 


came black as ink, for the outside of the vessel would blacken 
after repeated use, due to the food cooked inside it (Meiri; 
Rabbeinu Hananel; Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh). 


Their defective status — #517 1: There are variant readings 
for this phrase. The standard version has the word dofyo, mean- 


ing blemish, implying that once the forbidden substance en- 
ters an earthenware pot, the pot remains prohibited forever. 
However, other versions have the word dofeno, meaning wall. 
In that case, the phrase means that the forbidden substance 
remains absorbed within the walls of the vessel (see Meiri 
and others). 


Savap-PEREKII-30B 1§1 
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NOTES 


Can be used for matza - 7% {71a wanwn: The early commen- 


taries disagree about whether this statement indicates that one 
may use this vessel only for cold food on Passover or whether he 


may use it for hot food as well, as it did not absorb any flavor of 


leavened bread in the course of its use (see Rosh). 
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Vessels used for cold foods - pixa a vanunw Dba: An 
earthenware vessel that has been used only for cold leavened 
bread may even be used for hot foods during Passover. The 
exception to this is a vessel in which leaven or a spice-flour 
mixture is kept, as their leavening is more potent (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 451:22). 


Vessels used for kneading - mh bp: Vessels used to knead 
leavened bread during the year require purging in boiling water 
if one wishes to use them on Passover, even if they were used 
only with cold foods. However, the common practice is not to 
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HALAKHA 


The Gemara continues discussing the ways that a vessel must 
be cleansed so that it can be used during Passover. Rava bar Abba 
said that Rav Hiyya bar Ashi said that Shmuel said: Any vessel 
that was used for leavened bread only while cool can be used 
for matza," because no flavor of the leavened bread was absorbed 
by the vessel. The exception to this rule is the leaven container 
where the yeast was stored, since its leavening is more potent, 
and it can be assumed that the flavor from the yeast has entered 
the walls of the vessel even without heat. Rav Ashi said: And 
the spice container, in which potent spices that contained flour 
were stored, has the same status as the leaven container whose 
leavening is potent." 


Rava said: With regard to certain bowls of Mehoza, since it is 
common to knead leavened bread in them and then store the 
leavened bread in them, they are considered to be like a leaven 
container whose leavening is potent." The Gemara asks: Why 
did Rava find it necessary to make this statement? Isn’t it obvious 
that these bowls are the same as a leaven container? The Gemara 
answers: Lest you say that since these bowls are spacious, the 
air dominates them and they do not absorb the leavened bread 
in the same way as does a leaven container, therefore, he teaches 
us that no such distinction applies. 


MI S H NA Ifa gentile lent money to a Jew," and the 


Jew gave him leavened bread as collateral 
until after Passover, and after Passover the gentile retains this 
leavened bread in lieu of payment, then one is permitted to de- 
rive benefit from this leavened bread. Since the leavened bread 
was retained by the gentile based on the transfer that took place 
prior to Passover, the leavened bread is considered to have be- 
longed to the gentile during Passover. Whereas if a Jew lent 
money to a gentile," and leavened bread was given as collateral 
during Passover in the same manner as in the previous case, then 
after Passover it is forbidden to derive benefit from this leav- 
ened bread. Since this leavened bread was considered to be in the 
Jew’s property during Passover, it is forbidden to derive benefit 
from it afterward. 


G E M ARA It was stated that the amora’im disagree 


about the rights of a creditor with regard 
to collateral. Abaye said: He retroactively collects the property. 
In a case where the creditor had a lien on the property of the 
debtor and the debtor defaults on the loan, it is considered as 
if the creditor acquired rights to the collateral at the time of the 
loan and not at the time of collection. And Rava said: This is not 
the case, but rather, he acquires the collateral from that point 
forward, and has rights to the collateral only from the time that 
the loan was due. This dispute has ramifications for the status of 
the property, and actions undertaken with regard to it, during the 
intervening period. The Gemara sets several limitations on the 
scope of this dispute: Anywhere that the debtor consecrated 
or sold the field that was serving as collateral, everyone agrees 
that the creditor can come and seize this property and override 
the sale, because its status as collateral preceded its sale. 


use them at all (Rema, citing Mordekhai, Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 451:17). 


If a gentile lent money to a Jew — byw nx monw a: Ifa 
gentile lent money to a Jew, and the Jew gave him leavened 
bread as collateral, stating that if he does not repay the loan, 
the leavened bread will be transferred to the gentile from the 
time of the loan, then if the Jew did not pay by the set time, the 
leavened bread is considered to have belonged to the gentile 
from the time of the loan, and the Jew does not violate the pro- 
hibition: It shall not be seen (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 441:1). 


If a Jew lent money to a gentile — *13 n% mbv byw: With 
regard to a Jew who lent money to a gentile, and the gen- 
ile gave leavened bread as collateral, if the gentile stipulated 
hat the leavened bread would be transferred retroactive to 
he time of the loan if he did not pay, and the gentile did not 
pay, the leavened bread is forbidden. However, if the Jew 
does not take responsibility for the collateral and the gen- 
ile did not stipulate that it would be acquired retroactively, 
he leavened bread is considered the property of the gen- 
ile and it is permitted after Passover (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 441:2). 
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Or if the debtor consecrated the property, the creditor can come 
and redeem it through a symbolic payment to the Temple. As we 
learned in a mishna: The creditor may add an additional dinar" 
to the amount of the loan and redeem" this property. Although 
strictly speaking he need not redeem it, this payment was insti- 
tuted so that it would not appear as though property were re- 
moved from the consecrated Temple jurisdiction without a pay- 
ment. When they disagree is in a case when the creditor sold or 
consecrated the property in the interim between the giving of the 
collateral and the time the loan was due. 


Abaye said: He retroactively acquires the collateral. Since the 

time arrived and he did not repay his loan, it has become clear 

retroactively that it was in the creditor’s jurisdiction at the out- 
set. Therefore, he did well to consecrate or sell it. However, Rava 

said: He collects it from that point forward, since if the bor- 
rower had money he would remove the creditor's lien with this 

money and the lender would not acquire the property. It is found 

that the creditor acquires the property now, at the time when 

the loan is due, and consequently he did not have the right to 

consecrate or sell it before this time. 


Before bringing proofs for either side of this dispute, the Gemara 
attempts to clarify Rava’s position. Did Rava actually say this? A 
statement he makes in a different context appears to contradict 
the one made in his name here. But didn’t Rami bar Hama say: 
Reuven sold a field" to Shimon with a guarantee that if the field 
is repossessed, Reuven will compensate Shimon for his loss." 
Shimon did not pay for the purchase, and instead set up the value 
of the field as a loan. In the meantime, Reuven died and a credi- 
tor of Reuven’s came to collect for a loan that Reuven had taken 
before he sold the field, as Reuven had no other land remaining, 
and he seized the land from Shimon, since it was mortgaged to 
this loan. And Shimon went and appeased the creditor with 
money so the creditor would allow him to keep this field. 


By right, Reuven’s sons can come and say to Shimon that he 

must pay them the money that he owes for the field. And they are 

not required to pay Shimon if he demands compensation for the 

repossession of his field. They can say that our father left us mov- 
able property in your hands, i.e., the money you owe us for the 

field, and, as a general rule, movable property that has been left 
to orphans is not mortgaged to a creditor." The orphans can 

claim that the field belongs to Shimon, and as there is no land left 
for the orphans, there is no way for Shimon to recover the com- 
pensation that he is owed. The money he owes Reuven is consid- 
ered movable property, and therefore he cannot recover his losses 

from these funds. 


HALAKHA 


Add an additional dinar - 13° tiy pin: If a debtor set aside 
property as collateral for a loan and then consecrated it, this 
property can be redeemed in exchange for its value and an 
additional dinar, so that people will not mistakenly think that 
consecrated property can lose its consecrated status with- 
out being redeemed. The creditor then receives his payment 
from this property (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin 
VaHaramim 7:16). 


Reuven sold a field, etc. — ^3) MIW 39W JINN: Reuven 
sold his field to Shimon with a guarantee, and instead 


of paying for the field, Shimon set up its value as a loan. 
Meanwhile Reuven died, and a creditor came seeking pay- 
ment for a loan that Reuven had taken before he sold the 
field and seized the land from Shimon as payment for the 
loan. Shimon paid the creditor in order to keep this field. 
Reuven’s heirs can still claim the money that he owes for the 
field. If Shimon is clever, he will repay them with land and 
reclaim this land from them based on the lien upon it, as 
stated in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Mishpatim, Hilkhot Malve 
VeLoveh 11:10). 


NOTES 
Add an additional dinar — 331 tiy spina: According to Rashi, 
the creditor adds a dinar to the amount of the loan and re- 
deems the land. Others say that the debtor must pay this dinar 
and redeem the land, and then the lender takes the property 
(Tosafot). 


Add an additional dinar and redeem - 7151 97 Tiy Ppi: 
The early commentaries disagree about the reason for this addi- 
tion. According to Rashi, the payment of this additional dinar is 
merely symbolic, so people will not think that property can lose 
its consecrated status without being redeemed. Others explain 
that although the consecrated status of this field cannot be 
removed without being redeemed, this redemption has no 
set value. As such, in this case one is permitted to redeem the 
consecrated property for less than its value in order to remove 
its consecrated status (Ra’avad). 


Property guarantee - D933 NINN: This type of guarantee is 
a condition for sale of real estate. The Gemara elsewhere con- 
cludes that this condition is assumed to be part of the agree- 
ment in any sale of real estate, unless it is explicitly stipulated 
otherwise. As such, all property belonging to the seller would 
be mortgaged as collateral, guaranteeing that this sale stands. 
Consequently, if it turns out that this field was given as collat- 
eral for a different loan, the buyer can demand land of equal 
value from the other property of the seller. This clause applies 
only to real estate, whereas money or movable objects do not 
serve as guarantees for debts or sales. However, the geonim 
instituted other clauses with regard to these. 


Responsibility of orphans — Dain? bw onvant: Orphans, 
i.e., the heirs of a deceased person who were not partners in 
his property before his death, were granted certain rights by 
the Sages, specifically with regard to the proofs needed to 
resolve disputes regarding this property. These orphans are 
not required to pay their father’s debt with movable property, 
even from the movable property that they inherited from him. 
Similarly, only real estate that they inherited from their father 
is mortgaged to his creditors. 
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NOTES 
If Shimon is clever — yiviaw ngs x: See Rashi, who ad- 
dresses the question of how a person may repay a loan with 
property when he has money. Others say that Shimon is not 
required to make additional claims in this case, but rather, as 
Shimon's debt is for real estate, he may pay his debt in real 
estate as well (Ra’avad). 


HALAKHA 
When orphans collect real estate — ppp 1238 oim: When 
orphans collect land as payment for debts owed their father, 
this land can later be seized by creditors to whom their father 
owed money (Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 107:1). 


Borrower and lender — mh mba: If a person borrowed 
from one party and lent money to another party, the second 
borrower need not pay his lender and may repay his debt 
directly to the first creditor, in accordance with Rabbi Natan's 
ruling (Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 86:1). 


LANGUAGE 


Deposited [hirhin] — iy: This is related to the Arabic verb 
Oey), ‘arhana, which means to leave as collateral. 
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And Rava said with regard to this case: If Shimon is clever" he 
will pay them what he owes with real estate and not with money. 
Since they now have real estate received from their father’s estate, 
Shimon can then collect the field from them as compensation 
for the original field that Reuven sold to Shimon. As Rav Nahman 
said: When orphans collect real estate" for a debt owed to their 
father from one person, another creditor can come and seize 
this land from them in order to repay the father’s debt. 


The Gemara applies this discussion to our original case. Granted, 
if you say that a creditor collects retroactively, and the field is 

considered as though it belonged to the creditor from the time of 
the loan, due to this reason, he can then collect the money from 

them, because it is considered as though he collected it during 
their father’s lifetime. Because the field given by Shimon to repay 
his debt retroactively belonged to Reuven from the time that 
Shimon agreed to pay for the field, therefore Shimon can now 
claim this land from Reuven’s heirs. However, if you say that he 

collects it from this point forward, why can he then collect this 

land from them? It is as though the orphans purchased this 

property. And if orphans buy property, does it become indebt- 
ed to a creditor of their father? Only property that belonged to 

the father can be seized in order to pay back his debt, and therefore 

Rava’s statement in the case appears to contradict his statement 

with regard to the transfer of ownership of collateral. 


The Gemara resolves this contradiction: It is different there, in 
this case, as Shimon could have said to Reuven’s children that just 
as I am indebted to your father, so too, I am indebted to your 
father’s creditor. And this principle can be learned from the state- 
ment of Rabbi Natan that one who lends to one person and 
borrows from another can be considered as a middleman between 
his creditor and his borrower. As it was taught in a baraita, Rabbi 
Natan says: From where is it derived that when one lends one 
hundred dinar [maneh] to his fellow, and that fellow lends a 
similar sum to a third fellow, that we take the money from this 
one, the second debtor, and give it to that one, the first creditor, 
without going through the middleman, who is both the first debt- 
or and the second creditor?" The verse states: “And he shall give 
it to him whom he has wronged” (Numbers 5:7), which indicates 
that the loan should be repaid to the creditor to whom the money 
is ultimately owed. Therefore, payment is made to the original 
creditor regardless of the issue of retroactive acquisition of the 
collateral. 


The Gemara proceeds to bring proofs for the two sides of the 
question of retroactive acquisition. We learned in the mishna: If 
a gentile lent money to a Jew, and the Jew gave him leavened 
bread as collateral during Passover, and after Passover the gentile 
attained this leavened bread in lieu of payment, then one is per- 
mitted to derive benefit from the leavened bread. The Gemara 
attempts to clarify this position: Granted, if you say that he ret- 
roactively collects this property, and the leavened bread was ac- 
quired retroactively by the gentile, it is due to this that one is 
permitted to derive benefit from it after Passover. 


But if you say that he collects it from this point forward, then 
why should one be permitted to derive benefit from this leav- 
ened bread? The leavened bread was in the possession of a Jew 
during Passover, and therefore it should be forbidden. The Ge- 
mara answers: With what are we dealing here? With a case where 
he deposited [hirhin]' the leavened bread with the gentile in his 
home, and since the leavened bread was in the gentile’s possession 
during Passover, it is considered as if it belonged to the gentile, 
provided the gentile ultimately retains ownership of the leavened 
bread when the Jew defaults on the loan. 
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The Gemara suggests: Let us say that this dispute is parallel to a dispute 
between tanna’im. As it was taught: Ifa Jew lends money to a gentile 
and the gentile gives him leavened bread as collateral, then the Jew 
does not commit any transgression after Passover. They said in the 
name of Rabbi Meir that he commits a transgression.’ What, isn’t it 
that they disagree about this, that one Sage, Rabbi Meir, holds that 
the Jew transgresses by owning leavened bread because he retroac- 
tively collects the leavened bread and has therefore owned it during 
Passover, and one Sage, who states that the Jew does not commit a 
transgression, holds that he collects it from this point forward, and 
therefore it was not considered to be in his possession during Passover? 


The Gemara rejects this explanation: And how can you understand it 
that way? Say the latter clause of that baraita: However, if a gentile 
lends money to a Jew with leavened bread as collateral, then after 
Passover everyone agrees that he commits a transgression. However, 
if the preceding explanation is correct, it needed to state the opposite 
of what it said in the first clause, as the case in the latter clause is the 
reverse of that in the first clause. Namely, according to the one who 
said there, in the first clause of the baraita, that he does not commit a 
transgression, he should say that here, in this case, he does commit a 
transgression. And according to the one who said there, in the first 
clause of the baraita, that he does commit a transgression, he should 
say that here, in the latter clause, he does not commit a transgression. 
For if the creditor retroactively acquires the collateral, then it is as 
though it belonged to a gentile during Passover, and therefore the Jew 
would not have committed a transgression by owning it. 


Rather, with what are we dealing here? With a situation where he, the 
gentile debtor, deposited the leavened bread that was serving as col- 
lateral with him, the Jewish creditor, and they disagree with regard to 
the statement of Rabbi Yitzhak. As Rabbi Yitzhak said: From where 
is it derived that a creditor acquires collateral" given to him, and is 
considered its owner so long as the item is in his possession? As it is 
stated: “You shall surely return the pledge to him when the sun goes 
down, that he may sleep in his garment, and bless you; and it shall be 
a righteousness for you before the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 
24:13). Rabbi Yitzhak infers: If the creditor does not acquire the col- 
lateral, then from where is the righteousness involved in returning it? 
In this case, the creditor would not be giving up anything of his own. 
From here it is learned that a creditor acquires the collateral. 


The Gemara applies this principle to the explanation of the baraita: 
The first tanna holds that this applies only when a Jew takes collateral 
from a fellow Jew, such that I would read and apply the verse “It shall 
be righteousness for you” and establish that the collateral becomes 
the property of the lender. However, the verse does not speak about 
the case where a Jew takes collateral from a gentile, and therefore he 
does not acquire the collateral; it still belongs to the gentile. Therefore, 
when a Jew has leavened bread as collateral from a gentile to whom he 
lent money on Passover, he does not violate any prohibition, as the 
collateral still belongs to the gentile. 


However, Rabbi Meir holds that one can derive an a fortiori inference: 
If a Jew acquires collateral from another Jew, all the more so is it not 
clear that he will he acquire collateral from a gentile? However, with 
regard to a gentile who lends money to a Jew with leavened bread as 
collateral," everyone agrees that he transgresses this prohibition after 
Passover. There, in that case, the gentile certainly does not acquire 
collateral from the Jew, and such a transaction could be completed only 
via the usual modes of acquisition." 


NOTES 


He commits a transgression — 7aiy: The early com- 
mentaries explain that he does not transgress the 
prohibition: It shall not be seen, since the forbidden 
status of the leavened bread was established only after 
the fact. Instead, this means that he is obligated to 
eliminate it and may not use it now (Meiri). 


HALAKHA 
A creditor acquires collateral - pawn mip ain bya: 
When a creditor receives collateral he is considered 
to be a paid bailee and is therefore responsible only 
if it is stolen or lost (see Tosafot). This follows the rul- 
ing of most of the geonim (Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen 
Mishpat 72:2). 


Leavened bread as collateral — yan yiawia: Ifa gentile 
lent money to a Jew with leavened bread as collateral 
and the Jew said to him: If | do not pay back my loan by 
such-and-such a time the collateral will become your 
property from now, i.e., retroactively, then a Jew may 
derive benefit from this leavened bread after Passover. 
Similarly, if a Jew lent money to a gentile and the gen- 
tile made a similar statement, then it is forbidden for 
a Jew to derive benefit from this leavened bread after 
Passover (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 45111). 


NOTES 


Modes of acquisition of a Jew and a gentile — 13/7 
a Sew: The effectiveness of different methods of 
acquisition are discussed in numerous places through- 
out the Talmud. In general, there are several ways 
through which one can acquire property, including 
pulling, lifting, and exchanging articles. It is unclear 
if these methods were established by the Sages in 
addition to the Torah method of acquisition through 
money and would therefore apply only to Jews, or if 
these methods are fundamentally effective and ac- 
quisition through money merely constitutes a non- 
binding agreement. Due to this, there are important 
distinctions in the efficacy of various modes of ac- 
quisition, depending on whether they are conducted 
between fellow Jews or between a Jew and a gentile. 
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LANGUAGE 
Oven [purni] - INS: From the Latin furnus, meaning oven. 


NOTES 


A Jewish-owned shop and gentile workers — byw mun 
Dii pbyinn: There are two variant readings of the text of this 
statement. One version, cited by Rashi and Rav Hai Gaon, is 
the text that appears here in the Gemara. Another version, 
cited by Rabbeinu Hananel and the Ramban, states the exact 
opposite ruling. According to this latter version, the explana- 
tion of the ruling is that those who are using the location are 
more likely to have left leavened bread there. It is therefore 
assumed that the leavened bread belongs to the workers 
rather than the store owner. 


One is required to nullify the leavened bread in his heart — 
taba byny Pqs: One must entirely nullify his ownership 
over this leavened bread and commit never to use it again 
(Mikhtam). 


HALAKHA 


A Jewish-owned shop and gentile workers — byw mun 
mii mbyiar: If a shop and its contents are owned by a Jew 
and the workers who enter and exit the store are gentiles, 
then it is forbidden to derive benefit from leavened bread 
found there after Passover. Conversely, if the store and its con- 
tents are owned by a gentile and the workers are Jews, then it 
is permitted even to eat the leavened bread found there after 
Passover. Although certain versions of the talmudic text make 
the opposite statement (see note), most authorities rule in 
accordance with our version of the text (Taz; Mishna Berura; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 449). 


Leavened bread upon which a rockslide has fallen - yan 
nbisng voy TDW: When a rockslide falls on leavened bread 
and buries it “three handbreadths deep, there is no need to 
dig it up, and it is sufficient to nullify one’s ownership of it, as 
stated in the mishna in accordance with the interpretation of 
the Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 333:8). 
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We learned in the mishna: Ifa gentile lent money to a Jew, and 
the Jew gave him leavened bread as collateral until after Passover, 
and after Passover he retains this leavened bread in lieu of pay- 
ment, then one is permitted to derive benefit from this leav- 
ened bread. Even granted that this is referring to a case where 
he deposited the leavened bread with him, the gentile, didn’t 
you say that a gentile does not acquire collateral from a Jew, 
and if this is the case, then why is it permissible to derive benefit 
from this leavened bread? According to the previously stated 
principle, this leavened bread remains Jewish property. The Ge- 
mara resolves this question: This is not difficult, for this case, 
where the gentile acquires the leavened bread and therefore it is 
permitted to derive benefit from it, is when the gentile said to 
him that if he does not repay his loan, then the collateral will be 
acquired from now, i.e., from the time of the loan. And that case, 
where it is forbidden to derive benefit from the leavened bread, 
is when he did not say that it would be acquired from now by 
the gentile. 


From where do you say that he distinguishes between a case 
where he said that the collateral would be acquired from now 
and a case where he did not say that it would be acquired from 
now? As it was taught in a baraita: If a gentile deposited with 
a Jew bread baked in an oven [purni]! as collateral for a loan, 
then he, the Jew, does not transgress the prohibition it shall not 
be seen and the prohibition it shall not be found. However, if 
he said to him: I have made them yours from now if I do not 
repay my loan, then it is considered as though the bread be- 
longed to the Jew, and he transgresses this prohibition. If one 
assumes that there is no difference between a case where the 
debtor says: From now, and a case where he doesn’t say: From 
now, then what is different in the first clause of the baraita and 
what is different in the latter clause? Rather, must one not 
conclude from it that there is a difference between a case 
where he says to him that it he will acquire it from now and a 
case where he does not say to him that he will acquire it from 
now? The Gemara concurs: Indeed, conclude from it that this 
is the case. 


The Sages taught in the Tosefta: With regard to the case ofa store 
owned by a Jew and whose contents belong to the Jew, and 
gentile workers would enter there periodically, then it is for- 
bidden to derive benefit from the leavened bread that is found 
there after Passover, and needless to say, it is forbidden to eat 
this leavened bread, for it is presumed to belong to the Jewish 
owner." Conversely, if a store is owned by a gentile and its 
contents belong to the gentile, and Jewish workers enter and 
exit the store, then it can be presumed that the leavened bread 
that is found there after Passover belonged to the gentile, and 
therefore one is permitted to eat it after Passover. And needless 
to say, it is permitted to derive benefit from this leavened bread. 
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has fallen" is considered as though it 
has been eliminated, and it is not necessary to dig it up in order 
to burn it. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: Any leavened 
bread that has been covered to such an extent that a dog cannot 
search after it is considered to have been eliminated. 


e E M ARA Rav Hisda said: Although it is not nec- 


essary to dig up the leavened bread, one 
is nevertheless required to nullify the leavened bread in his 
heart" lest it become exposed during Passover. Although it may 
not be visible at the moment, this leavened bread may be uncov- 
ered during Passover, and he will transgress a prohibition by its 
being seen. It was taught in the Tosefta: How much, how deep, 
will a dog search? It will search three handbreadths deep. 


Jp? 277 mA KIX 17 mh TWX 
Das bern VOT NTU ab 
-yppa Kby TPY ogb px 
wax 2x5 ix TDD whe pya 
ya - KPI DWA XBT mb 
MDDR DWA ONT DIV awhe 
27123) aby ya xd) OT NPY 

TD KIDDA NBD 12 ITVS 


„noaa yon navn baw 99 
-mpa wim pown -awa 
yy a pabenn ws 


mana baix cont pn 123 
TNX RIM pp own - aiwa 
aniwa wns bisa 


Perek II 
Daf 32 Amuda 


ARDD MONA TAN TET TIN 
wain oywa - aime TANA TIY) 
KUNNI KWAN) 


197 bw KITO ATY KYDY 
anbwn mnt rgb ix obwn mm 
TYNN NW KIPINDI KD Sy 
$ YON xb- Kow aio mm 
„DT 9b own NIPYITD NTN 
mous bo: 01 ous yu bq 

abun nywa poyon 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Rav Aha, son of Rav Yosef, said to Rav Ashi: With regard to that 
which Shmuel said, that deposited money is considered to be 
guarded securely by an unpaid bailee, who would nonetheless not 
be responsible if it were stolen, only when it is buried in the ground, 
is it necessary to bury this deposited money three handbreadths 
deep, comparable to leavened bread, or not? He said to him: Here, 
with regard to Passover, the concern is that the dog will find the 
food due to its smell, and therefore three handbreadths are re- 
quired. There, in the case of money, it is necessary to bury the 
money in order to conceal it from view. Therefore it is not re- 
quired to bury it three handbreadths deep, as animals will not 
search for it and people will not see it. The Gemara asks: If this is 
the case, then how deep is one required to bury it? Rafram bar 
Pappa from the city of Sikhra said: One handbreadth is sufficient 
for the money to be considered concealed." 


MI S H N A If one unwittingly eats teruma of leavened 


bread on Passover, not realizing that the 
food was teruma, then he must pay" the principal and an addi- 
tional fifth." This is because one who unwittingly eats teruma" must 
compensate the priest for the value of the teruma and add a fifth of 
the value, even though the teruma is considered to be valueless on 
Passover. If he intentionally ate the teruma then he is exempt from 
payment; as he is liable to receive the severe punishment of karet, 
he is therefore exempt from the lesser punishment of payment. If 
he ate impure teruma in this manner then he is not even required 
to pay its monetary value in wood, for one who derives benefit 
from impure teruma calculates its value by treating it as though it 
were fuel for burning. While impure teruma can be used in this 
manner during the rest of the year, one may not derive any benefit 
from leavened bread on Passover, and therefore such teruma is 
worthless. 


G E M ARA We learned in a mishna there, in Terumot: 


One who unwittingly eats teruma pays 
the principal and an additional fifth, both one who eats it, and 
one who drinks it. 


And even with regard to one who anoints himself with the teruma 
oil, both in a case of ritually impure teruma as well as in a case of 
ritually pure teruma, he must pay an additional fifth if he unwit- 
tingly consumes this teruma. If he unwittingly consumes this fifth 
then he must pay an additional fifth of the fifth. The original 
fifth has a status comparable to teruma itself, and therefore one is 
required to pay an additional fifth for consuming it." 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages with regard to the laws of 
teruma: When he pays for this teruma, does he pay according to 
the measure of the teruma or according to its monetary value? 
The Gemara explains the question in greater detail: Anywhere that 
the teruma is worth four zuz at the outset, i.e., at the time he con- 
sumed the teruma, and is worth only one zuz at the end, at the 
time of payment, do not raise a dilemma, for in that case he is 
certainly required to pay according to the monetary value at the 
outset. The rationale behind this ruling is that he is no worse than 
a thief, and therefore the law in this case is the same as if he had 
stolen property from another person. As we learned in a mishna: 
All thieves must repay what they have stolen according to the 
value of the stolen object at the time it was stolen," even ifits value 
subsequently goes down. 


HALAKHA 
Guarding money - D393 Maw: The only acceptable way 
to guard money, i.e., in order for an unpaid bailee not to 


be responsible if it is stolen, is to bury it in the ground one 
handbreadth deep (Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 291:15). 


One who unwittingly eats teruma - axiwa mana barren: 
One who unwittingly eats teruma must pay the original 
value of the teruma and an additional fifth, as stated in the 
Torah (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 10:1). 


NOTES 


If one unwittingly eats...he must pay — asiwa.. Spina 
obwn: This payment is an opportunity for atonement pro- 
vided by the Torah to the unwitting transgressor. It therefore 
does not belong to the priest, and the transgressor is obli- 
gated to pay even if the priest is willing to forgo the payment. 
For this reason, one is required to reimburse the priest for 
leavened bread eaten during Passover, despite the fact that 
it is valueless. This is not the case with regard to one who 
intentionally eats teruma, as such a person is punished in the 
same way as any other thief, and one who steals a worthless 
item is exempt from payment (Josefot Rid). 

In the Jerusalem Talmud, a dispute is recorded with re- 
gard to who receives payment for this teruma, as on Passover 
leavened bread is considered to be ownerless. Some say that 
he must repay the priest whose teruma he ate, while others 
suggest that he should repay the priestly tribe in general. 


Additional fifth — wigin: An additional fifth of the value of an 
article added to its price as a penalty or fine, or to emphasize 
its importance. For example, when a person redeems his 
own second tithe, he must add an extra fifth of its value 
(Leviticus 27:31). 


HALAKHA 


Deriving benefit from teruma — manm AKI: Anyone who 
unwittingly derives benefit from teruma, whether through 
eating, drinking, or anointing himself, both with ritually pure 
and ritually impure teruma, must repay the principal and 
an additional fifth. This fifth has the same status as teruma, 
and one who derives improper benefit from it must pay an 
additional fifth of this fifth (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 
Terumot 10:2). 


Thieves must repay according to the value at the time it 
was stolen — aban nyw pawn pa: A thief must repay 
the owner according to i value of the stolen property at 
the time of the theft (Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 362:2). 
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NOTES 
An item that buyers jump at - 7°21 why yap: With 
regard to repayment of debt, objects that can be more 
readily resold by their recipients are generally consid- 
ered preferred modes of payment. In this case as well, 
produce that the priest can more readily resell to another 
priest as teruma is deemed preferable. 
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You can raise the dilemma, however, with regard to a case where it 
was worth one zuz at the outset, when it was consumed, and at the 
end, at the time of the payment, it was worth four zuz. What is the 
ruling in that case? Does he pay according to the measure of teruma, 
as the treasurer of the consecrated property can say to him: You ate 
a sea and you must pay a se'a, even if the value of the teruma has in- 
creased, or perhaps he must repay according to the monetary value, 
and if he ate a zuz worth of teruma then he must pay a zuz? 


Rav Yosef said: Come and hear an answer to this question from what 
was taught in a baraita: One who ate dried figs that were teruma and 
paid the priest with dates, may a blessing rest upon him, as dates are 
worth more than dried figs. Granted, if you say that one must repay 
according to the measure of teruma he ate, it is due to this that a 
blessing should rest upon him, as he ate a se'a of dried figs that are 
worth one zuz and gave in return a sea of dates worth four zuz. 
However, if you say that he must repay according to the monetary 
value of the teruma, then why should a blessing rest upon him? He 
ate a zuz worth of teruma and he paid a zuz worth as compensation; 
what is laudatory about his payment? 


Abaye said: Actually one can explain that he must repay according 
to the monetary value of the teruma, and why is it stated that a bless- 
ing should rest upon him? This is because he ate an item that buyers 
don’t jump at, i.e., it is undesirable to buyers, but paid with an item 
that buyers jump at." Consequently, although the produce he gives 
is worth no more than the produce he ate, the priest still prefers this 
type of payment, as he can more easily resell this produce. 


The Gemara seeks proof with regard to this dispute: We learned in 

the mishna: One who unwittingly eats teruma of leavened bread on 

Passover must pay the principal and an additional fifth. Granted, if 
you say that he must pay according to the measure of teruma that he 

ate, it is well. As he ate a se'a of teruma he must also repay a sea. How- 
ever, if you say that he must pay according to the monetary value of 
the teruma, this is difficult, for is leavened bread on Passover of any 
monetary value? Certainly it is not worth anything, given that it is 

forbidden to benefit from this food. The Gemara answers: Yes, this 

leavened bread does indeed have monetary value. In accordance with 

whose opinion is this mishna? It is in accordance with the opinion 

of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, who said that it is permissible to derive 

benefit from leavened bread on Passover. 


The Gemara challenges this suggestion: If that is so, then say the latter 

clause of the mishna, where it is stated: If he consumes the teruma 
intentionally, then he is exempt from payment and from paying 
the priest for its monetary value as wood. But if this follows the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, then why is he exempt from pay- 
ment to the priest for the value of the teruma and for its monetary 
value in wood? Although he is exempt from paying the additional 
fifth as he acted intentionally, he nonetheless should be required to 
compensate the priest for the financial loss he caused him, as in any 
other case of theft. 


The Gemara answers: He holds in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Nehunya ben HaKana, as it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi 

Nehunya ben HaKana rendered the status of Yom Kippur the same 

as that of Shabbat with regard to payment. In his opinion, not only 
a person who committed a transgression punishable by a court- 
administered capital punishment, like one who desecrated Shabbat, 
is exempt from monetary payment incurred at the time of the trans- 
gression. Even one who is deserving of a divinely administered capital 

punishment, such as one who desecrates Yom Kippur and is punished 

with karet, is exempt from monetary payment for property he dam- 
aged in the course of such an act. Therefore, since one who consumes 

another person's leavened bread during Passover is deserving of karet, 
he is exempt from monetary payment incurred by this act. 
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The Gemara comments: The question of whether one must repay 
according to the measurement or the monetary value of the teru- 
ma is like a dispute between tanna’im, as it was taught in the 
Tosefta: If one eats teruma of leavened bread on Passover," 
whether intentionally or unwittingly, then he is exempt from 
payment and for its monetary value in wood; this is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Akiva. Whereas Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri deems 
him liable to pay. Rabbi Akiva said to Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri: 
What benefit can he derive from this? What benefit could the 
priest have derived from this teruma as it is prohibited to benefit 
from this teruma and the teruma is therefore worthless? Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Nuri said to Rabbi Akiva: What benefit can one 
derive from eating ritually impure teruma on the rest of the 
days of the year, and yet nevertheless the non-priest is still obli- 
gated to pay for what he has taken. Despite the fact that a priest 
may not eat impure teruma, anon-priest must reimburse the priest 
for the principal of the teruma and add an additional fifth if he 
eats it. 


Rabbi Akiva said to him: No, a distinction can be made between 
these two cases: If you say that he is obligated to pay in a case of 
ritually impure teruma on the rest of the days of the year, that 
although it is not permissible to eat it, the priest is nevertheless 
permitted to burn it and derive benefit from the heat generated 
as a result of this burning, shall you also say the same with regard 
to this, teruma of leavened bread during Passover, that is not 
permitted to be eaten or burned?" Rather, to what may this be 
compared? It is similar to teruma of berries and grapes that 
became ritually impure, which is not permitted to be eaten or 
burned, as berries and grapes are unfit for firewood. 


The Tosefta adds: In what case is this statement said, that these 
tanna’im disagree about the reimbursement for teruma? It was said 
with regard to a case where he separated teruma in a permitted 
manner and it became leavened during Passover. However, ifhe 
separated the teruma from leavened bread during Passover, 
then everyone agrees that it is not consecrated, as it is worthless. 


It was taught in another baraita: With regard to the verse “And if 
a man eats a sacred thing in error, then he shall add a fifth part in 
addition to it, and shall give to the priest the sacred item” (Le- 
viticus 22:14), the Sages expound as follows: He must give the 
priest an item that is fit to be consecrated, to the exclusion of 
one who eats teruma of leavened bread on Passover, who is 
exempt from payment of the teruma and even from paying its 
monetary value as wood; this is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer 
ben Yaakov. Rabbi Elazar Hisma deems him liable to reimburse 
the priest for these items. Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov said to 
Rabbi Elazar Hisma: What benefit can the priest derive from 
this teruma of leavened bread, as it is prohibited to benefit from 
it? Rabbi Elazar Hisma said to Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov: What 
benefit can one derive from eating ritually impure teruma on 
the rest of the days of the year, and yet a non-priest who eats it 
must pay the priest. 


Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov said to him: No, a distinction can be 
made between these two cases: If you say he is obligated to pay 
in a case of ritually impure teruma on the rest of the days of year, 
that although it is not permissible to eat it, the priest is nonethe- 
less permitted to burn it and derive benefit from the heat gener- 
ated as a result of this burning, shall you say the same with regard 
to this, teruma of leavened bread during Passover, that is not 
permitted to be eaten or burned? Rabbi Elazar Hisma said to 
him: Even teruma of leavened bread on Passover is permitted to 
be burned, for if the priest wishes, he may throw it before his 
dog or burn it under his food, for Rabbi Elazar Hisma agrees 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili that one may derive 
benefit from leavened bread during Passover. 


NOTES 


Teruma of leavened bread on Passover - yan nann 
nba: A non-priest who eats teruma of leavened bread 
on Passover violates two transgressions, the prohibition 
against a non-priest eating teruma and the prohibition 
against eating leavened bread on Passover. Both prohibi- 
tions involve a severe punishment when violated inten- 
tionally, i.e., karet for eating leavened bread on Passover 
and death at the hand of Heaven in the case of eating 
teruma. There is some dispute between the authorities as 
to whether it is necessary to make a distinction between 
the nature of his intentions when violating these prohibi- 
tions, i.e., is it necessary for him to have intention with 
regard to the leavened bread, the teruma, or both? 


HALAKHA 


Teruma of leavened bread on Passover - yan nann 
nba: A non-priest who eats teruma of leavened bread 
during Passover is exempt from payment, regardless of 
whether he did so intentionally or unwittingly, and whether 
it was ritually pure or ritually impure. This follows the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov, for the 
halakha is in accordance with their opinions in disputes 
with their contemporaries (Kesef Mishne; Radbaz; Rambam 
Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 10:6). 


One who eats impure teruma - AAD TNA bing: One 
who intentionally eats impure teruma must repay its value 
as firewood to the priest. However, if he ate impure teruma 
that could not be used for fuel, he is exempt from payment 
(Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 10:5). 
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NOTES 


All hold - Ty) xpap ama: Generally, when the Gemara cites a 
series of Sages who share the same line of reasoning and uses the 
phrase: They all hold, this line of reasoning is called a shita, and 
here is an ancient tradition that the halakha does not follow the 
ine of reasoning presented in this form. However, that principle 
cannot be applied in this case because not all of the tannaim who 
hold by this principle are mentioned; for example, Rabbi Yehuda 
and Rabbi Shimon are omitted. Rather, this statement is cited here 
in order to clarify the points of agreement and dispute between 
he tannaiim listed (Maharam Halawa). 


Must pay...an additional fifth - wain own: Some say that 
he dispute between Abba Shaul and the Rabbis is related to 
another dispute that is recorded in the Jerusalem Talmud with 
regard to the nature of this additional fifth. According to one 
view, the obligation to pay an additional fifth stems from the 
sanctity of the teruma and therefore applies immediately when 
it is set aside. According to the other opinion, this payment is 
because one has stolen from a priest, in which case one would 
be obligated to make this payment only if the teruma came 
into the possession of the priest. This serves as the basis for the 
dispute as to whether the phrase: “And he shall give’ refers to the 
original giving of the teruma to the priest and the establishment 
of the minimal amount of that gift, or if it refers to the paying of 
the fine (Tov Reiya). 


The opinion of Abba Shaul and the Rabbis - bxw NaN ny 
223M: Some say that according to the conclusion of the Gemara, 
it is the opinion of the Rabbis that requires that two criteria be 
fulfilled in order to demand the payment of the additional fifth: 
One must have eaten an olive-sized amount of the teruma, so that 
his action is actually considered to be eating, and the amount he 
ate must be worth at least a peruta, as less than this amount does 
not require payment (Maharam Halawa). 


Peruta — ma: A copper coin, which was the smallest unit of 
currency. For halakhic purposes, the peruta is defined as the 
value of half a barleycorn’s weight of pure silver. Traditionally this 
is about 24 mg of silver. The halakhic value of all coins is linked 
o the price of silver. 


To exclude one who damages teruma - pad vw: The early 
commentaries disagree with regard to the interpretation of this 
phrase. According to Rashi and Tosafot, this refers to one who 
damages a priest's property without deriving benefit from it. 
However, others say that this refers to one who harms himself 
by eating the teruma, e.g., by excessive eating (Meiri; see also 
Rambam). 


HALAKHA 


One pays according to the monetary value — own ot 9b: if 
anon-priest eats teruma, he must reimburse the priest according 
to the value of the teruma at the time when he ate it, regardless 
of whether its value subsequently increased or decreased. This 
ruling is based on the Gemara's understanding of the opinion of 
Rabbi Akiva, as the halakha follows his opinion (Rambam Sefer 
Zeraiim, Hilkhot Terumot 10:26). 


A non-priest who eats an olive-bulk of teruma - m3 bowen 
mana: If a non-priest eats an olive-bulk of teruma, he is required 
to pay the priest the principal value of the teruma he ate and an 
additional fifth of this amount, whether or not the teruma is worth 
a peruta. If he ate less than an olive-bulk of teruma, he is required 
to pay the principal value of what he ate but he is not required 
to pay an additional fifth, in accordance with the unattributed 
mishna (Rambam Sefer Zeraim, Hilkhot Terumot 10:2). 
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Abaye said: Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov, Rabbi Akiva, and Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Nuri all hold" that it is forbidden to derive benefit 
from leavened bread during Passover. And they disagree with 
regard to the following issue: Rabbi Akiva holds that one pays 
according to the monetary value," and therefore he need not 
pay anything for consuming teruma of leavened bread during 
Passover. And Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri holds that one pays 
according to the measure of teruma that he consumed, such that 
even ifhe ate teruma of leavened bread on Passover he must repay 
this amount. 


The Gemara asks: Isn't this obvious? There does not seem to be 

another way to explain these opinions. The Gemara rejects this 

question: This statement is necessary lest you say that Rabbi 

Yohanan ben Nuri also holds in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Akiva that states that one must pay according to the mon- 
etary value of the teruma. And there, in the case of leavened bread, 
this is the reason that Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri deems him liable 

to pay for the teruma because he holds in accordance with the 

opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, who said: It is permissible to 

derive benefit from leavened bread during Passover. Therefore, 
he teaches us that Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri agrees that one may 

not derive benefit from leavened bread during Passover. 


The Gemara suggests: And say it is indeed so, that Rabbi Yohanan 
ben Nuri accepts Rabbi Yosei HaGelili’s position. The Gemara 
rejects this possibility: If this was the case, then Rabbi Yohanan 
ben Nuri should have responded to Rabbi Akiva in the same 
way that Rabbi Elazar Hisma responded to Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya’akov, by saying that this leavened bread may be fed to a dog 
thus deriving benefit from it. Since he did not offer this answer, it 
is clear that he agrees that deriving benefit from leavened bread 
during Passover is forbidden. 


After mentioning cases where a person damages teruma, the Ge- 
mara continues with a discussion of this topic. The Rabbis taught: 
A non-priest who eats an olive-bulk of teruma" must pay the 
principal value of the teruma itself and an additional fifth.“ Abba 
Shaul" says: He is not required to pay unless the teruma he ate is 
worth a peruta." The Gemara explains: What is the reason for 
the opinion of the first tanna? It is because the verse states: “And 
if a man eats a sacred item in error, then he shall add a fifth 
part in addition to it, and he shall give to the priest the sacred 
item” (Leviticus 22:14). The minimal amount that is halakhically 
considered eating is an olive-bulk. 


And whatis the reason for the opinion of Abba Shaul? The verse 
states: “And he shall give,” and giving less than the value of a 
peruta is not legally considered to be giving. The Gemara asks: 
And according to the other one, Abba Shaul, too, isn’t it written: 
“Eats,” implying that there must be at least an olive-bulk portion? 
The Gemara answers: That verse comes to exclude one who dam- 
ages teruma" without deriving benefit from it, such that he is ex- 
empt from the requirement to add an additional fifth. This is de- 
rived from the fact that the verse specifies that only one who eats 
is required to add a fifth. 


And according to the first tanna, one can ask: Isn’t it written 

“And he shall give”? The Gemara answers: That phrase is neces- 
sary to teach the requirement that teruma must be an item that 
is fit to be consecrated, as an item cannot become teruma unless 
it is has some value. This is meant to exclude one who eats teruma 
of leavened bread on Passover, since it is worthless and therefore 
cannot be designated as teruma. 
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The Sages taught in a baraita: One who eats less than an olive-bulk 
of teruma must pay the principal, but is not required to pay the 
additional fifth. The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of 
this case? If there was not the value of a peruta of teruma, then he 
should also not be required to pay for the principal either, because 
that is less than the amount for which one is obligated to pay. But if 
there was the value of a peruta of teruma, then he should be re- 
quired to pay the additional fifth as well. The Gemara explains the 
case: Actually, it should be understood that there was the value of 
a peruta of teruma, and nonetheless, since the food was not at least 
an olive-bulk, he is required to pay only the principal, but he does 
not pay the additional fifth. 


The Sages said before Rav Pappa that this halakha is not in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Abba Shaul. As, ifit were in accordance 

with the opinion of Abba Shaul, didn’t he say: One is obligated to 

pay because there is the value of a peruta, even if it is not at least 
an olive-bulk? Rav Pappa said to them: ‘This is no proof, as even if 
you say that this halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Abba 

Shaul, Abba Shaul requires two conditions: That the teruma be at 
least an olive-bulk in volume, and that it be worth at least a peruta. 


The Gemara asks: Does Abba Shaul actually require two condi- 
tions? Didn’t we learn in the mishna that Abba Shaul says: For that 

food which is at least the value of a peruta of teruma, one is liable 

to pay compensation to the priest, but for that food which does not 

contain the value of a peruta of teruma, he is not liable to pay com- 
pensation to the priest? The Rabbis said to Abba Shaul: They said 

that the item must be worth a peruta only with regard to misuse of 
consecrated items; however, with regard to teruma, one is liable to 

reimburse the priest only when he eats an olive-bulk or more. And 

ifit is so, that Abba Shaul requires both conditions, and this is a case 

where there is an olive-bulk, then the Rabbis should have worded 

their objection differently. They should have said: Since it is at least 

an olive-bulk, he is liable to pay, even though it is not worth a pe- 
ruta. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, this is a conclusive refutation, 
and Rav Pappa’s position is rejected. 


The Gemara notes that Rav Pappa himself also retracted this expla- 
nation. As it was taught in a baraita with regard to the verse: “If any 
one commits a trespass, and sins through error, in the sacred items 

of the Lord, then he shall bring his guilt-offering to the Lord, a ram 

without blemish from the flock, according to your valuation in silver 
shekels, after the shekel of the sanctuary, for a guilt-offering” (Le- 
viticus 5:15), the baraita explains: The phrase “and sins through er- 
ror” excludes one who sins intentionally through misuse of conse- 
crated property. Could this not be derived through an a fortiori 

inference, as follows: Just as with regard to other mitzvot for which 

one is liable to receive karet the verse exempts one from bringing 
an offering when the transgression was committed intentionally, is 

it not right that with regard to misuse of consecrated property, 
which does not incur the punishment of karet, it should exempt 

one who acts intentionally? 


The baraita rejects this claim: No, if you say that this is true with 
regard to the rest of the mitzvot, even those for which one is liable 
to receive karet, for which one is not liable to receive the death 
penalty if he violates them, shall you also say that this is the case 
with regard to misuse of consecrated items, for which one is liable 
to receive the death penalty, as this offense is punishable by death at 
the hand of Heaven?" Since one cannot logically deduce this prin- 
ciple, the verse states “through error” to exclude one who acted 
intentionally. 


NOTES 


Misuse of consecrated items, for which one is liable to receive the Jerusalem Talmud, that when one is punished with death at 
the death penalty at the hand of Heaven - ma a»mw myyn the hand of Heaven his property is also destroyed, unlike one 
Tn: It is generally accepted that karet is considered more strin- who is punished with karet. Therefore, in this regard, death at 
gent than a divinely enacted penalty. As such, how is it possible the hand of Heaven is indeed more stringent than karet (Tosefot 
to derive such an a fortiori argument? Some explain, based on  Rabbeinu Peretz). 
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Perek II 
Daf 33 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


One who intentionally misuses consecrated items — 
abyna ptt: One who intentionally misuses consecrat- 
ed property violates a negative commandment and is 
flogged (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Meila 1:3). 


NOTES 

Sin with regard to misuse of consecrated items and sin 
with regard to teruma - manan KON xon: The Rabbis 
accept this verbal analogy and use it to derive other laws. 
However, they also have other derivations that teach that 
one who intentionally misuses consecrated property is 
not punished with the death penalty (Tosefot Rabbeinu 
Peretz). 


162 = PEREK 1-33. T/ap 


av) pny va yon) 179 x1 
NPD MAA NT PIK 12 KOTI 
Kgy qina mia a> xiv 

papa ah 


DN ND ANP vam a> NI 
DIN? [Bw - hea gva Y 
yaxa nan ninaa AN yga 
ninga nyana mme - Tyna 
pyi man my ag) -aA 
IA > K YT Mis AMT! 
maw NWY INTI NMM) 

IANT YD YNY NA KAY 


soma - apna TYY P 
‘wai ay oyna pit KDT 
TNI DNIK DSN A 


ATIN 9S] VAY MATT NOVY NA 
THOMA TATANDA MOM NBM VA 
apaa Nya AS -aa 


AX - NDA AINA TA AI 
ma nya 


ATT NOD K399 31 AD pM 
SAND NDPI 77] KPID PIW 
maw RT, KPID MIKY 
ma >t a3 by qx - mene mw 

m» 


And Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said to Rav Hiyya bar Avin in wonder- 
ment with regard to this baraita: This tanna initially considers the 

punishment of karet to be stronger by assuming that misuse of con- 
secrated property was less severe because it was not punished by karet, 
and subsequently he considers the punishment of death at the hand 

of Heaven to be stronger by stating that one cannot deduce this 

principle from other sins whose punishment is not death at the hand 

of Heaven. 


And Rav Hiyya bar Avin said to him that it is possible to maintain the 

accepted position that karet is more stringent by explaining that this 

is what he is saying: No, these are incomparable for the following 

reason: Ifyou say that one is exempt from an offering when he violates 

the rest of the mitzvot, for which one is not liable to receive death 

at the hand of Heaven if he eats less than an olive-bulk of a forbidden 

substance, shall you also say that this is the case with regard to mis- 
use of consecrated property, for which one is liable to receive death 

at the hand of Heaven if he eats less than an olive-bulk? Rav Nahman 

bar Yitzhak said to him: May your mind be settled, as you have 

settled my mind and put it at ease by answering this question that 
was troubling me. Rav Hiyya bar Avin said to him: What is settling 

about this explanation? Rabba and Rav Sheshet threw an axe at my 
answer; i.e. they reject my explanation, as follows: Who did you hear 
that said 


that one who intentionally misuses consecrated items" is liable to 
receive death at the hand of Heaven? It is Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. As 
it was taught in a baraita: With regard to one who intentionally 
misuses consecrated items, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says that he is 
liable to receive death at the hand of Heaven. The Rabbis say: he 
violates a warning, a standard prohibition, and is flogged. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi Ye- 
huda HaNasi? From where does he derive his opinion? Rabbi Ab- 
bahu said: He derives it by means of a verbal analogy between the 
word sin stated with regard to misuse of consecrated items and the 
word sin stated with regard to teruma." With regard to misuse of 
consecrated items, the verse states: “If any one commits a trespass, 
and sins through error, in the sacred items of the Lord” (Leviticus 
5:15); with regard to teruma, the verse states: “Lest they bear sin for it, 
and die due to it, if they profane it” (Leviticus 22:9). Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi makes the following comparison: Just as eating teruma is 
punishable by the death penalty, so too, misusing consecrated items 
is punishable by the death penalty. 


From this verbal analogy, the comparison between teruma and misuse 
of consecrated property can be extended to other issues as well: Just 
as one is punished only for eating at least an olive-bulk of teruma, so 
too, one is punished for misusing consecrated items only if there is 
at least an olive-bulk of consecrated items. This indicates that the 
baraita cannot be explained in accordance with the opinion of Abba 
Shaul, who requires that the item be worth at least a peruta. 


Rav Pappa strongly objects to Rav Sheshet and Rabba’s rejection of 
the explanation of the baraita: From where do you know that Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi holds in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
that one is only punished after eating an olive-bulk of teruma? Perhaps 
he holds in accordance with the opinion of Abba Shaul, who said 
one is liable for eating teruma provided the food contains the value 
of a peruta of teruma, even if it is less than an olive-bulk. As the 
halakhot of misuse of consecrated items are derived from teruma, one 
is liable for eating both teruma and consecrated items only if the object 
is worth at least a peruta. As such, Rav Hiyya bar Avin’s explanation 
of the baraita should not be rejected. 
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With regard to the issue mentioned previously, the Gemara 
asks: But isn’t Rav Pappa the one who said that Abba Shaul 
said that it requires two conditions, that the object be worth 
a peruta and that it be an olive-bulk in volume? Rather, learn 
from this that Rav Pappa retracted his statement with regard 
to Abba Shaul’s opinion. 


Mar, son of Rabbana, said the following to resolve the dif- 
ficulty in the baraita: This is what it is saying: No, if you say 
that one is exempt from an offering with regard to the rest 

of the mitzvot, where acting without intent is not treated 

as though one acted with intent," i.e., if one intended to cut 

something that is detached from the ground on Shabbat, 
which is not prohibited by Torah law, and mistakenly cut 
something that is attached to the ground, then he is exempt 

because he acted without intent; shall you also say the same 

with regard to misuse of consecrated items, about which the 

halakha is stringent, such that if one intended to warm him- 
self with non-sacred wool shearings, and owing to an error 
or lack of information he warmed himself with shearings 

from a burnt-offering, then he has misused consecrated 

property? Thus misuse of consecrated property is more strin- 
gent than other commandments, in that one violates it even 

when acting without intent, and one cannot deduce the hala- 
kha in the case of misuse of consecrated property from the 

halakha in the case of the rest of the mitzvot. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said that the baraita should be 
understood differently, and this is what it is saying: No, if 
you say this leniency with regard to rest of the mitzvot, 
where one who is acting unawares is not liable in the same 
way as one who is acting aware of his actions, such as in a 
case where one intended to perform a permitted act and 
mistakenly performed a prohibited one, i.e., if one intended 
to lift something that is detached from the ground, but his 
knife happened to cut something that is attached to the 
ground, in violation of the act of harvesting on Shabbat, then 
he is exempt; shall you also say the same with regard to 
misuse of consecrated items, where if one places his hand 
in a vessel to take an object and unknowingly places his 
hand in consecrated oil then he is has misused consecrated 
items? Therefore, misuse of consecrated items is more strin- 
gent than other commandments, as one commits the sin of 
misusing consecrated property even if he uses the conse- 
crated object while attempting to perform a different action 
and is unaware that he is performing a prohibited act. 


The Master said above in the baraita: In what case is this 
statement said that the tanna’im disagree with regard to the 
obligation to pay for teruma of leavened bread? It is said with 
regard to a case where one separated teruma in a permitted 
manner and it became leavened during Passover. However, 
ifhe separated teruma from leavened bread during Passover, 
everyone agrees that it is not consecrated since it is worth- 
less. 


The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived, 
that a worthless item cannot be designated as teruma? Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak said that the verse states: “The first 
fruits of your grain, your wine, your oil, and the first of the 
fleece of your sheep, shall you give to him” (Deuteronomy 
18:4), and not to his fire. One must give the priest something 
that he can use for any purpose, and not something that the 
priest will be forced to burn as fuel. Even those who permit 
one to derive benefit from leavened bread during Passover 
agree that it may not be eaten, and therefore leavened bread 
cannot be consecrated as teruma in this case. 


NOTES 
With and without intent - mam) xd) mam: With regard to the 
significance of intent in halakha, there is a three-tiered hierarchy: 
The halakhot of Shabbat, the rest of the mitzvot, and the halakhot 
of the misuse of consecrated items. One is liable to be punished 
for misusing consecrated items even if he does so unknowingly, 
without intent, and even unawares, i.e., while attempting to perform 
a different action. With regard to other sins, one is punished only 
when he derives benefit from the sin, e.g., consuming forbidden 
foods or engaging in forbidden relations, despite the fact that it was 
performed without intent to commit the sinful act. However, with 
regard to the halakhot of Shabbat, since the Torah prohibited only 
planned, thoughtful, or creative labor, one whose actions did not 
accomplish his intentions is exempt. 
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NOTES 


Separating teruma from ritually impure produce for ritually 
pure produce — iny by svi pa mana: If one separated 
teruma from impure produce for pure produce, this is con- 
sidered teruma according to Torah law. However, the Sages 
penalized a person who does so, because he gives the priest 
something unusable (Rabbi Shimshon of Saens). 


It became leavened while attached to the ground - yank 
amna: The same must be said with regard to ritually impure 
teruma. If such produce was never acceptable as teruma and 
one separates teruma from it, this does not become teruma at 
all (Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz). 


In the study hall they teach in accordance with my opin- 
ion — MND KWIT 3a pia: This statement is puzzling, as 
there would not appear to be any practical ruling that could 
be derived from this discussion given that the halakha states 
that it is forbidden to derive benefit from leavened bread on 
Passover. However, despite the fact that in this case there are 
no practical ramifications to the ruling, the principle of impure 
teruma that was never fit is relevant in other contexts (Rabbi 
Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 


HALAKHA 


One may not separate teruma from ritually impure produce 
for ritually pure produce — minh TNYT pa pain jx: One 
may not separate teruma from ritually impure produce for ritu- 
ally pure produce. However, if one did this unwittingly then the 
produce he separated becomes teruma (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, 
Hilkhot Teruma 5:8). 


Perek II 
Daf 33 Amud b 


NOTES 

Its remnants are recognizable — 71599 ppw: This explanation 
is challenged because it assumes that there is no significance 
to whether the teruma itself was of leavened bread or matza, 
but rather that the determining factor is the status of the re- 
maining produce. Accordingly, it is possible that if the teruma 
taken is leavened bread but the remaining produce is matza 
then this would be acceptable teruma, while the reverse would 
not be acceptable teruma. This issue is raised in the Jerusa- 
lem Talmud. The resolution suggested there is that separating 
teruma in such a manner is prohibited because it involves 
separating teruma from a food that is obligated in teruma for 
a food that is exempt from teruma, which is unacceptable (see 
Gilyon HaShas; Tziyyun LeNefesh Hayya; Rashash). 


The liquid is stored — 99975 725% ppw: This dispute about 
he way liquid is stored within various fruits, and the way blood 

is stored in the body in certain circumstances, is not a factual 

dispute but a conceptual one. The question revolves around 

he status of the juice before it is pressed. Is the juice consid- 
ered to be a separate entity even before it is pressed, or is it 
considered to be part of the fruit itself so long as it is inside the 

ruit, in which case it undergoes a significant change in state 

when itis pressed from the fruit? Alternatively, the dispute may 

center on the question of whether the miniscule places where 

he liquid is stored can be considered independent containers, 
or whether the liquid is merely part of the larger entity, i.e., the 

ruit. There is no empirical way to resolve this issue. 
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Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, raised an objection based on 
that which was taught in a mishna: One may not separate teruma 
from ritually impure produce for ritually pure produce, but if 
one unwittingly separated it in this manner then his teruma is 
valid teruma. And why should this be valid teruma? Let the priest 
say: The verse requires that the teruma be given “to him” and not 
to his fire, and this ritually impure teruma must be burned. In that 
case, why should this produce actually become teruma? The Ge- 
mara answers: This is not difficult. There, in the case of impure 
teruma, it had a period of fitness, and it could have been given as 
teruma before it became impure. Here, in the case of leavened 
bread, it did not ever have a period of fitness, and therefore it 
cannot be consecrated as teruma. 


The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances in which this 
leavened bread did not have a period of fitness even on Passover? 
This could have happened only in a case where it became leav- 
ened while it was still attached to the ground" and could not yet 
become teruma. However, if it became leavened after being de- 
tached from the ground, then can this leavened bread indeed 
become consecrated as teruma, even though the baraita indicates 
that no leavened bread can be designated as teruma during Pass- 
over? Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said to Rav Huna, son of Rav 
Yehoshua: Yes, this is indeed the case despite this puzzling limita- 
tion, and the biblical expression can be applied homiletically: 
“The matter is by the decree of the watchers, and the sentence 
by the word of the sacred ones” (Daniel 4:14.). The Sages, who 
are compared to celestial beings, agree with my statement. And 
so too, in the study hall, they teach in accordance with my 
opinion," despite the puzzling nature of this ruling. 


When Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, came, 


he said that the verse states: “The first fruits of your grain, your 
wine, your oil, and the first of the fleece of your sheep, shall you 
give him” (Deuteronomy 18:4), implying that its remnants are 
recognizable’ for an Israelite, as the notion of a first part indi- 
cates that there is another portion remaining which is fit to be 
consumed by the Israelite. This teruma is excluded as there is no 
recognizable remnant left that may be consumed by the Israelite, 
because it is leavened bread. Since even after this portion has been 
separated the remainder of the produce may not be eaten, that 
which was separated does not become teruma. 


Rav Aha bar Rav Avya sat before Rav Hisda, and he sat and said 

in the name of Rabbi Yohanan: With regard to grapes that be- 
came ritually impure," one should tread on them less than an 

egg-bulk at a time, and the wine that comes from them is kosher 
even for libations because it is ritually pure. Apparently Rabbi 

Yohanan holds: The liquid is stored" inside the grape, as the juice 

is not considered to be part of the grape itself but rather stored in 

the grape as though contained in a receptacle. According to Rab- 
bi Yohanan’s opinion, when do these liquids become ritually 
impure? This occurs only when one squeezes them, and prior to 

this the juice remains pure even if the grape was impure. And 

when one squeezes them, there is less than the minimum mea- 
sure of grape flesh that would transfer ritual impurity, as food can 

impart ritual impurity only if it is at least an egg-bulk in size. 


Grapes that became ritually impure — 1xrab3w Day: Grapes 
or olives that are ritually impure should be pressed less than 


HALAKHA 


may be used even for libations, in accordance with the state- 
ment of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei 


an egg-bulk at a time, and the wine that comes from them Mizbe'ah 6:7). 
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The Gemara challenges this statement: If that is so, then even if he squeezes 
an egg-bulk of grapes, the juice will still not become impure. Didn’t we learn 
in a mishna: In the case of one who is ritually impure with impurity imparted 
by a corpse and who squeezed olives or grapes in the exact amount of an 
egg-bulk," the liquid is ritually pure. Once the first drop of liquid is squeezed 
out, less than an egg-bulk of food remains, and it cannot render the liquid 
impure. In that case, why did Rabbi Yohanan permit squeezing only less than 
an egg-bulk? The Gemara answers: There, it was speaking of a case where the 
ruling was after the fact; however, here, it is discussing the ruling ab initio, and 
the mishna states that one may press juice only from less than an egg-bulk of 
grapes due to a rabbinic decree lest one come to perform the act of squeezing 
on more than an egg-bulk, causing the liquid to become impure. 


Rav Hisda said to Rav Aha bar Rav Avya: Who will listen to you and to 
Rabbi Yohanan your teacher with regard to this issue? As, where did the 
impurity that was in the grape juice go? The Gemara notes that apparently 
Rav Hisda holds: Liquids are absorbed within the fruit and are therefore 
considered to be part of the grape itself: And since the flesh of the grape be- 
came ritually impure, the liquid became ritually impure as well. 


Rav Aha said to him: Do you not hold that liquids are stored inside the grape? 
Didn’t we learn in the mishna: In the case of one who is ritually impure with 
impurity imparted by a corpse and who squeezed olives or grapes in the 
exact amount of an egg-bulk, using a flat wooden utensil without touching 
the liquid itself, the liquid is ritually pure. Granted, if you say that the juice is 
stored inside the grapes, then it is due to that reason that the liquid is pure. 
But if you say that the liquid is absorbed within the grapes, why is the juice 
pure? According to this opinion, once the grape itself becomes impure, the 
juice, which is attached to it and absorbed in it, becomes impure as well. 


Rav Hisda said to him: With what are we dealing here? We are dealing with 
a case where the grapes have not been rendered susceptible to ritual impu- 
rity, since they have not come in contact with liquids. When do they become 
susceptible to ritual impurity? This is only once one presses them and they 
become wet with their own juice. However, when he presses them, they de- 
crease in volume and are lacking the measure of volume required to become 
impure. This must be the explanation, for if you do not say so, it is difficult to 
reconcile this mishna with that which was taught in the baraita cited above: 
To what may this case of teruma of leavened bread be compared? It may be 
compared to teruma of berries, olives, and grapes" that became impure, 
which can neither be eaten nor burned. However, according to Rabbi 
Yohanan’s statement they may even be eaten, as if one wishes he may tread 
less than an egg-bulk at a time. 


Rava said: It is possible to reject this proof, as even if this action is permitted 
in principle, there is a rabbinic decree prohibiting it lest he encounter a 
stumbling block. If one keeps ritually impure fruit of teruma in order to press 
it for its juice, it is possible that he will forget its status and accidentally eat it. 
Abaye said to him: Are we concerned about this type of stumbling block? 
Wasn't it taught in a baraita: One may light a fire with bread and oil of teruma 
that became ritually impure?" It can be deduced from this baraita that there 
is no concern that a person will forget and eat these foods. Rava said to him: 
Bread is only permitted when one throws it among the wood used for fuel so 
that it is ruined and no longer considered edible. Teruma oil is permitted only 
when one puts it into a repulsive vessel so that no one will drink it. 


With regard to the matter itself, it was taught: One may light with bread and 
oil of teruma that became ritually impure. The Sages limited the application 
of this halakha, as Abaye said in the name of Hizkiya and Rava said in the 
name of the Sages from the school of Rabbi Yitzhak bar Marta that Rav Huna 
said: They taught that one may use impure teruma as firewood only with re- 
gard to bread; however, with regard to wheat, no, one may not light a fire 
with it, lest one encounter a stumbling block and eat it, because wheat will 
not become inedible by being placed among the firewood. And Rabbi 
Yohanan said: Even wheat may be used as fuel. The Gemara asks: And why 
does he permit this? Let us be concerned lest he encounter a stumbling 
block. The Gemara answers based on what Rav Ashi said with regard to a 
different issue: 


HALAKHA 


Olives or grapes in the exact amount of 
an egg-bulk— my22 7923 Day DN: If 
one who is ritually i impure with impurity 
imparted by a corpse pressed precisely 
an egg-bulk of olives or grapes that had 
become susceptible to impurity, the liquid 
itself is pure provided the person did not 
touch the liquid (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 9:2). 


Teruma that became ritually impure — 
DxMavaw mann: Teruma bread that be- 
comes impure should be placed with 
firewood until it is burned, and oil that 
becomes impure must be stored in a filthy 
vessel until it is used for lighting. If wheat 
becomes impure, it must be boiled and 
then stored in a filthy vessel until it is used 
for kindling (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 
Terumot 12:12). 


NOTES 

Berries, olives, and grapes — Ot pman 
wW: Many versions of the text do not 
contain the word olives because what is 
squeezed from olives, i.e., olive oil, is fit for 
lighting even if it is ritually impure. How- 
ever, it appears that some accept the ver- 
sion that mentions olives and distinguish 
between oil, which is ready for use, and 
olives, where there is a greater risk that one 
will forget their status and eat them or treat 
the oil squeezed from them improperly 
(see Yefe Einayim). 
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Perek II 
Daf 34 Amuda 


NOTES 


Boiled and repulsive wheat - xnD x71 xopw: Tosafot ex- 
plain that this refers to wheat that was boiled and placedina 
filthy area before it became impure. Others say that the wheat 
was boiled before it became impure but was left in a filthy 
place afterward (Tosefot Rid). Others explain Rashi’s opinion, 
that one is permitted to boil the wheat and let it become filthy 
even after it has become impure, in the following manner: The 
reason this is allowed is due to a principle derived from the 
halakhot of leavened bread that states that one who is acting 
to remove a prohibited item is not likely to sin by improperly 
using the item at that time. 


The dough kneader of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s house - baa 
2702 by: The early commentaries (see Tosafot) wonder: 
How it was permitted for Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who was not 
a priest, to use teruma? Some explain that it was permitted to 
do this because there were priests who lived in Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi’s house, and it was permitted to use their teruma to 
prepare food for everyone. Others explain that deriving ben- 
efit from impure teruma is a rabbinic prohibition, and the 
Sages permit the use of such teruma for communal purposes 
even if there are no priests among those who will benefit from 
teruma. Therefore, this teruma could in used in the household 
of Rabbi Yehuda, the leader of the community, since food 
prepared there would be for the entire community (Tosefot 
Rid). 


The prohibition of growths of teruma - many day IDK: 
Some explain that the Sages declared produce that grew from 
teruma to be teruma because they did not want priests to be 
retain impure teruma while waiting to plant it. Ifa priest knows 
that whatever grows from the teruma will still be teruma, he 
will be disinclined to put effort into planting it when he knows 
that he will soon be given more teruma as a gift or will be able 
to purchase it at a low price from another priest. Therefore, it 
is not worth the effort for him to plant it, and he will burn it 
immediately (Tosefot Rid). 


HALAKHA 
Impure teruma that was planted — ayi3w AND TF: 
Even though produce that grows from impure teruma is pure, 
it is still prohibited to eat this teruma. This ruling is in accor- 
dance with the mishna and the statements of Rav Sheshet 
and Rav Oshaya (see Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, 
Hilkhot Terumot 11:23). 


Produce that grows from teruma - 71311 byt: The Sages 
decreed that produce that grows from teruma must be treated 
as though it were teruma, and it is prohibited to non-priests 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘iim, Hilkhot Terumot 11:21). 


Produce that grows from untithed produce — bap soya: If 
one plants untithed produce whose seed disintegrates when 
planted, the produce is permitted. However, if one plants a 
species whose seed does not disintegrate when planted, e.g., 
onions, its produce remains prohibited. In the latter case the 
third generation of plants is likewise prohibited, and only the 
fourth generation is permitted (Rambam Sefer Zeraim, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aserot 6:6). 
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This is referring to boiled and repulsive wheat," i.e., wheat that 
one boiled and then placed in a repulsive area, in which case he 

need not be concerned that this wheat will accidentally be eaten; 

so too here, it is referring to boiled and repulsive wheat. The 

Gemara asks: Where was Rav Ashi’s explanation stated? It was 

stated with regard to this: As Rabbi Avin bar Rav Aha said that 
Rabbi Yitzhak said: Abba Shaul was the dough kneader of Rab- 
bi Yehuda HaNasi’s house," and they would heat water for him, 
to make dough, with wheat of ritually impure teruma, which was 

purchased from priests at a low price, in order to knead dough 

in ritual purity. The Gemara asks: Why did they do this? Let us 

be concerned lest they encounter a stumbling block by acciden- 
tally eating this wheat. With regard to this Rav Ashi said that it 
was only done when the wheat was boiled and repulsive and 

could only be used for lighting a fire. 


After mentioning ways in which impure teruma was used, the 
Gemara mentions other halakhot pertaining to this issue. Abaye 
bar Avin and Rav Hananya bar Avin taught the tractate of Teru- 
mot in the school of Rabba. Rava bar Mattana met them and 
said to them: What novel idea can you say has been taught with 
regard to Terumot in the school of our Master, Rabba? They said 
to him: What is difficult for you? There must be some issue 
troubling you that has caused you to ask this question. He said to 
them: The following statement that we learned in the mishna in 
Terumot is unclear: Saplings of teruma that became ritually im- 
pure and were planted are pure such that they do not impart 
ritual impurity once they have been planted, but they are pro- 
hibited to be eaten as teruma." The question arises: If they do 
not impart ritual impurity, why is it prohibited to eat them? If 
their impurity has been eliminated then it should be permitted to 
eat them, like other ritually pure teruma. 


Abaye bar Avin and Rav Hananya bar Avin said to Rava bar 
Mattana: This is what Rabba said in explaining this mishna: What 
does it mean that they are prohibited to be eaten? It means that 
they are prohibited to be eaten by non-priests, but a priest 
may eat them. Once these saplings are planted, they lose their 
ritual impurity but retain their status as teruma. Rava bar Mattana 
challenged this answer: If this is the case, what is the mishna 
teaching us with this statement? Is it teaching us that growths of 
teruma are considered teruma? It is unnecessary to teach this 
principle, as we already learned: Growths of teruma, i.e., produce 
that grows from teruma" that was planted in the ground, are con- 
sidered teruma.’ Why, then, is it necessary to teach this principle 
again? 


And if you say as follows: This case is referring to the growths of 
growths of teruma, i.e., plants that grew from the original growths 
of teruma, and what is it teaching us? It is teaching that an item 
whose seed does not disintegrate when planted in the ground 
maintains its teruma status. While most seeds will disintegrate, 
other plants, such as onions and garlic, merely continue growing 
when planted. In that case, this mishna would be informing us that 
even the growths of growths of such plants retain their teruma 
status. However, we already learned that as well. As the mishna 
states: With regard to untithed produce [tevel], its growths, the 
produce that grows from it, are permitted in the case of items 
whose seed disintegrates; however, in the case of items where 
the seed does not disintegrate, it is prohibited to eat even the 
growths of growths unless they are tithed." There would be no 
need for the mishna to teach us this halakha a second time. They 
were silent and did not have an answer to this question. 
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They said to Rava bar Mattana: Have you heard something in this 
regard? He said to them: This is what Rav Sheshet said: What is the 
meaning of the word prohibited in this context? It means that it is 
prohibited for priests, since it has been disqualified for them due 
to the diversion of attention." Teruma and other consecrated prop- 
erty must be guarded, and when one fails to do so, it is treated as 
though it were impure. Therefore, these teruma saplings are treated as 
though they have become impure once the priest diverts attention 
from them, and they remain prohibited to him even after another 
generation grows from them. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the one who says that a 
diversion of attention constitutes an inherent disqualification," it 
works out well. According to this opinion, a diversion of attention 
does not disqualify teruma due to a concern that it became impure. 
Instead, there is an independent rabbinic decree rendering teruma that 
has not been watched impure even when this teruma could not pos- 
sibly have become impure. According to this opinion, one can under- 
stand why this growth may not be eaten bya priest. But according to 
the one who says that a diversion of attention is a disqualification 
due to a concern about ritual impurity, what is there to say? It is 
stated in the mishna that by planting these saplings they become pure, 
even if they were certainly ritually impure prior to being planted. If 
this is the case with regard to teruma that is certainly impure, all the 
more so should it apply to a case where there is only a chance that the 
teruma is ritually impure. 


Apropos the discussion of diversion of attention, the Gemara cites a 
dispute between amora’im with regard to this issue, as it was stated: 
What is the nature of the disqualification of diversion of attention? 
Rabbi Yohanan said: It is a disqualification due to a concern about 
ritual impurity that may have been contracted while one’s attention 
was diverted. And Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: It is an inherent 
disqualification. 


The Gemara discusses the ramifications of this dispute: According to 
Rabbi Yohanan, who said it is a disqualification due to a concern 
about ritual impurity, if Elijah comes and renders it ritually pure 
then we will listen to him, because it was treated as impure only due 
to a doubt with regard to its actual status. However, according to 
Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, who said that it is an inherent disquali- 
fication, even if Elijah comes and renders it pure we will not listen 
to him. The reason for this is that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish believes 
that this decree is unrelated to the question of whether the object 
actually became impure. 


Rabbi Yohanan raised an objection to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon 
ben Lakish based on what is taught in the Tosefta: Rabbi Yishmael, 
son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, says: There was a small gap" 
between the ramp and the altar on the western side of the ramp, 
where they would throw disqualified birds that had been designated 
as sin-offerings. If birds became disqualified for any reason, such as 
a diversion of attention, they were left there until their form decayed, 
i.e., until the next morning, at which point they would be definitively 
disqualified due to remaining in the Temple overnight and could be 
taken out to the place designated for burning. Granted, if you say 
that a diversion of attention is a disqualification due to a concern for 
ritual impurity, for this reason it requires decay of form" to ensure 
that the bird is certainly disqualified. Currently the bird is disqualified 
only due to uncertainty, and Elijah may come and render it ritually 
pure. However, if you say that it is an inherent disqualification, then 
why do I need to leave it until it has decay of form? It should be de- 
finitively disqualified once there has been a diversion of attention. But 
didn’t we learn in the mishna that this is the principle: 


HALAKHA 


It has been disqualified for them due to the diversion of 
attention — nytt no] ay) pyy: If one diverted his atten- 
tion from an offering, it is disqualified due to the concern that 
it became impure, as stated by Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:4). 


Small gap - wep dy: There was a space near the ramp of the altar. 
Birds that had been designated for sin-offerings and subsequent- 
ly disqualified were placed there until their forms decayed and 
then taken out to the place designated for burning (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 2:14). 


rom the publisher 


NOTES ——__—_—_—_- 
Inherent disqualification - 9137 bios: In this context, 
this phrase means that the object has an inherent, inde- 
pendent prohibition associated with it, like other objects 
prohibited by Torah law. It appears that a similar halakha 
applies to consecrated items as well, and there is a mitzva 
to guard them and avoid diverting one's attention from 
them. If one diverts his attention from either teruma or an 
offering, it is invalidated. 


Decay of form — 7Y% Naw: This refers to the process in 
which the meat loses its original form and is no longer 
fit to be considered meat. This requirement was imple- 
mented so as not to treat sacrificial meat with disrespect 
by burning it in its original form (Rashi). 


BACKGROUND 
The ramp, the altar, and the gap - oh) nam was: This 
schematic diagram displays the altar (on the right), the 
ramp, and the gap between the ramp and the altar. 


Altar, ramp, and gap between them 
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HALAKHA 


A disqualification in the body of the animal...or its 
owner — Dywan. jna iaoa: Any offering that has 
a disqualification in the body of the offering must 
be burned immediately. However, if its disqualifica- 
tion is in its blood or due to its owner, it must be left 
overnight for its form to decay before being burned 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:3). 


Meat that was disqualified before the blood was 
sprinkled — 7# otip bpaw ‘was: If sacrificial meat 
became disqualified or ritually i impure, or if it was 
removed from its proper domain, the blood may not 
be sprinkled. If the blood was sprinkled, the offer- 
ing is accepted. This ruling is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, as his opinion is accepted 
in disputes with Rabbi Eliezer (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:31). 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Yirmeya — mmay 937; Rabbi Yirmeya was an 
amora who was born in Babylonia and studied there 
in his youth, and then moved to Eretz Yisrael. It was 
only upon his immigration to Eretz Yisrael that he 
became a prominent scholar. He studied there under 
the disciples of Rabbi Yohanan, particularly Rabbi 
Zeira and Rabbi Abbahu. 

Rabbi Yirmeya was especially sharp and would 
often question the boundaries of halakhic principles. 
Due to this he was penalized and even removed 
from the study hall for a time. His sharp tongue was 
especially evident when he referred to the amoraim 
of Babylonia as foolish Babylonians, as he did on sev- 
eral occasions. It should be noted that this criticism 
was humbly accepted by the Babylonian scholars 
in question. 

Rabbi Yirmeya became one of the greatest Sages 
in Eretz Yisrael, and his statements are cited in many 
places in both the Jerusalem Talmud and the Babylo- 
nian Talmud. In Babylonia, his statements were often 
preceded by the general phrase for the teachings of 
scholars from Eretz Yisrael: They say in the West. 


Dia 0 yw - iana sbipaw Ya 
mah pry) MY TaN - pbyan 
aT NAA - KID ONT Ayo oN IND WA 


Sau SDN ONT MYT MAN 72 731 


TPY DY YD 


ix wan Spi IX Mav) DMX 
ix sab 107 yop) vain Kw 
maar phy xb sani DPT 1 pi 


ASNT -PR oxy ywit Ey 


~ PYTT NDIA wd - DD NN 
I- KAW bioa xwa AION 
mage KYR ADT AD Aw 

APY mae waN -117 Pan ips 


WPR D? MIVD) -bDK 
NOD ME INRY 


TT ap MAYAW) AYN PI p> 
ays own NYI NIII ONL OY 
XONYAW PNK MDW KYW 
iyawa I 3 ymw xh nawa 

NYI OI MwA wpb Ta 


The atonement of the frontplate — y*¥ 1897: The Torah states 
that by wearing the frontplate on his forehead, “Aaron shall bear 
the iniquity committed in the holy things which the children 
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NOTES 


Any offering that has a disqualification in the body of the animal, 
i.e. it has a definite disqualification with regard to the meat itself, 
should be burned immediately. If it is has a disqualification in the 
blood of the animal, e.g., if the blood was spilled, or a disqualifica- 
tion of its owner," e.g., if the owner became impure, then it should 
be left until its form is decayed and taken out to the place desig- 
nated for burning. Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said to him: This 
tanna, Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, is of the 
same opinion as the tanna who taught in the school of Rabba bar 
Avuh, who said: Even piggul, an offering that was invalidated due 
to inappropriate intent while being offered, requires decay of form. 
Even with regard to an inherent disqualification in the meat of the 
offering, where the Torah says explicitly that the offering should be 
burned, as is the case with regard to piggul, the animal should be set 
aside until the next day, when its form has decayed. 


Rabbi Yohanan raised a further objection to the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon ben Lakish based on another baraita, where it is taught: If 
the meat became impure or disqualified, or if it was taken out of 
the walls that delineate its permitted area, Rabbi Eliezer says: He 
sprinkles the blood of these offerings nonetheless, as in his opinion 
the blood may be sprinkled regardless of the status of the meat of 
the offering. Rabbi Yehoshua says: He does not sprinkle the blood 
unless the meat is fit to be brought as an offering. And Rabbi Ye- 
hoshua concedes that if the blood was sprinkled, the offering is 
accepted." 


The Gemara clarifies: To what type of disqualification is the barai- 
ta referring? Is it not disqualification on account of a diversion of 
attention? It cannot be a case where it was disqualified due to im- 
purity or being taken outside of the walls, since these are mentioned 
explicitly. Granted, if you say that a diversion of attention is a dis- 
qualification based on a concern about ritual impurity, this is how 
you can find a case that the offering is accepted because the front- 
plate atones for cases where there is a disqualification related to 
ritual impurity." But if you say that it is an inherent disqualifica- 
tion, why is the offering accepted according to Rabbi Yehoshua, 
given that it is a disqualified offering? 


Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish rejects this interpretation of the baraita: 
No, this is not a case where the offering was disqualified due to a 
diversion of attention. In what way was the offering disqualified? 
It was disqualified due to contact with one who immersed himself 
during the day. One who immersed himself during the day invali- 
dates items due to ritual impurity. Although these items themselves 
are invalidated, they cannot in turn render other items ritually im- 
pure. The Gemara asks: If that is so, this is the same as the dis- 
qualification of ritual impurity. What, then, is the difference be- 
tween this disqualification and that of ritual impurity previously 
mentioned by the baraita? The Gemara answers that two types of 
ritual impurity are mentioned here: One type of impurity can also 
impart impurity to other objects, and a second type can invalidate 
another object but will not impart impurity. 


When Ravin ascended to Eretz Yisrael, he stated this halakha of 
Rav Sheshet before Rabbi Yirmeya.’ And Rabbi Yirmeya said: 
Foolish Babylonians! Because you dwell in a dark land, you state 
halakhot that are dim. Have you not heard this statement of Rabbi 
Shimon ben Lakish in the name of Rabbi Oshaya? 


of Israel shall sanctify” (Exodus 28:38). The Sages explain that 
the frontplate does not atone for all sins committed with the 
offerings in the Temple service; indeed, with regard to some 


offerings, the Torah states explicitly that they are not accepted. 
Rather, they explain that this statement applies to specific cases 
of ritual impurity. 
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Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said in the name of Rabbi Oshaya: With 
regard to the water used for the water libation during the festival 
of Sukkot which was drawn over the course of the day in order to 
be poured the next day and consequently became impure," the 
following distinction applies: If it was brought into contact" with a 
ritual bath of pure water and was then consecrated, it is ritually 
pure. However, if it was consecrated and was then brought into 
contact with the ritual bath, it is ritually impure. 


The question arises: Since this type of purification is similar to 
planting, as when the impure water came in contact with the water 
of the ritual bath, it is considered as though the water was planted 
in the ground and thereby purified," what does it matter if it was 
brought into contact and then consecrated or consecrated and 
then brought into contact? Apparently planting is not effective 
with regard to consecrated items," i.e., such items are not purified 
through this process. Therefore, here too, planting is not effective 
with regard to teruma. Despite the fact that planting is generally 
effective in removing the impure status of the water, the Sages im- 
posed higher standards with regard to consecrated items. Similarly, 
the Sages imposed higher standards for removing the teruma status 
of the plants. One can explain that the produce grown from teruma 
mentioned in the baraita remains prohibited for non-priests be- 
cause it is still considered teruma. 


Rav Dimi sat and said this halakha that was stated by Rav Oshaya 
with regard to principle of bringing liquid into contact with a ritual 
bath. Abaye said to him: Did Rav Oshaya state his ruling that bring- 
ing a liquid into contact with a ritual bath is not effective for conse- 
crated items with regard to a case where he consecrated the water 
by placing it in a sacred vessel, but if he consecrated it through 
speech then the Sages did not impose a higher standard, in which 
case the water can be purified by being brought into contact with a 
ritual bath? Or perhaps the Sages imposed a higher standard in a 
case where one consecrates it through speech as well? 


Rav Dimi said to him: I did not hear the halakha with regard to 
this case; however, I heard the halakha with regard to a similar case. 
As Rabbi Abbahu said that Rabbi Yohanan said: With regard to 
grapes that became ritually impure, if one trod on them and af- 
terward consecrated them, they are pure." According to this opin- 
ion, the wine inside the grape does not become impure from the 
grape itself. However, if he consecrated the grapes and afterward 
pressed them, they are impure, because the halakha is especially 
stringent with regard consecrated items. And yet with regard to 
grapes which are only consecrated through speech, as the wine/ 
grapes offered on the altar are not brought in a sacred vessel, even 
so, the Sages imposed a higher standard such that these grapes 
become impure after they have been consecrated. 


Rav Yosef said: This case does not serve as a proof since you spoke 
of grapes, and here we are dealing with grapes of teruma, whose 
consecration through speech is comparable to consecration in a 
sacred vessel, as teruma cannot be consecrated by being placed in a 
sacred vessel. However, with regard to those items that require a 
sacred vessel in order to be fully consecrated, such as water used for 
a libation, the Sages did not impose a higher standard in a case 
where one consecrated it through speech. Therefore, this case can- 
not be used to resolve Abaye’s question. 


The Gemara asks about Rabbi Yohanan’s statement with regard to 
wine pressed from impure grapes: The phrase if one tread upon 
them is stated without qualification, indicating that the wine is 
ritually pure even if he pressed many grapes at once. And did Rab- 
bi Yohanan actually say this? Didn’t Rabbi Yohanan say: With 
regard to grapes that became ritually impure grapes, one should 
tread on them less than an egg-bulk at a time. When there is less 
than an egg-bulk of grapes, they do not impart ritual impurity. 


NOTES 


The water libation during the festival became impure - %2 
avag anit: Rashi explains that this would come about on 
the Shabbat that occurs during Sukkot, when there was no 
possibility of refilling the vessel with water from the Shilo’ah 
spring. Others explain that this scenario could occur any 
time during the Festival, as the drawing of this water was 
performed with great ceremony and involved significant 
toil. Consequently it was preferable, if possible, to purify the 
water rather than repeat the process of drawing the water. 


Bringing into contact - 7w7: Purifying water by bringing it 
into contact with a ritual bath is performed in the following 
manner: The water is placed in vessels that are not suscep- 
tible to ritual impurity, e.g. stone vessels, and the vessels are 
placed within the ritual bath so that the water of the ritual 
bath will come into contact with the water inside the vessel. 
This procedure was performed to purify water for drinking or 
cooking when the water in the ritual bath itself was unfit for 
drinking, such as is the case with seawater. 


Bringing into contact with a ritual bath and planting - 
my apwi: The equation between these concepts is not 
straightforward. Based on Rabbeinu Hananel’s explanation, 
it appears that the similarity between these two concepts 
is external, in that planting a seed in the ground resembles 
immersing a vessel in water. However, it seems that the basic 
concept that applies in both cases is not purification through 
immersion but purification through nullification. Just as a 
seed planted in the ground loses its previous form, so too, 
the water in the vessel becomes nullified by the water in 
the ritual bath. 


HALAKHA 


The water libation during the festival became impure - %2 
avag ani: If water collected for use in the water libation 
on the altar becomes ritually impure and is brought into 
contact with a ritual bath, the following distinction applies: If 
itis purified before it is consecrated, it may be poured out for 
the libation; however, if it is purified after it was consecrated, 
it may not be poured out for the libation, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Oshaya (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Issurei Mizbe‘ah 6:6). 


Planting...consecrated items — w3pi...7y: That which 
grows from consecrated seeds that became impure may 
not be brought as an offering, as the Sages imposed higher 
standards for consecrated items in this regard (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 6:8). 


Treading on ritually impure grapes — KAVI DIY NDT: 
If ritually impure grapes were pressed before teruma was 
separated, it is permitted to separate teruma from the wine 
afterward. However, if teruma was taken first, the grapes 
should be pressed in quantities of less than an egg-bulk at a 
time so that the priests will be permitted to drink the wine 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 12:11). 
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NOTES = —W—W—__——__- 
Third degree ritual impurity — now: The further removed 
an object is from contact with the initial source of ritual 
impurity, the lower its own level of ritual impurity. An object 
that comes in contact with the source will have first-degree 
ritual impurity, any food that object touches will in turn have 
second-degree ritual impurity, and so on. 


Source of ritual impurity 
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Siwi of ritual impurity 
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Degree of ritual impurity based on contact with ritually impure items 


Perek II 
Daf 35 Amuda 


HALAKHA =—W¥W¥—__—__- 
Eating tithes in a state of purity - nypa Wyn nyay: This 
is referring to the second tithe. One who eats second tithe 
while he is in a state of ritual impurity is flogged for violat- 
ing a Torah prohibition. Once he has immersed, he may eat 
second tithe immediately, without waiting for the sun to set 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 31-4). 


One who immersed himself during the day with regard 
to teruma - manna BY busy: One who immersed himself 
during the day may not eat teruma until the sun has set 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 7:2). 
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The Gemara answers: If you wish, say this answer: Here, too, it is 
to be understood that one must tread on less than an egg-bulk at a 
time. And if you wish, say this answer instead: There, where the 
Gemara requires less than an egg-bulk, it is a case where the grapes 
came into contact with an item that was impure with first-degree 
ritual impurity, such that they became impure with second-degree 
ritual impurity. When a liquid touches an object that is impure with 
second-degree ritual impurity, it becomes impure by rabbinic de- 
cree with first-degree ritual impurity. Therefore, in that case one 
must be careful to tread only on less than an egg-bulk at a time. Here, 
it is speaking of a case where they came into contact with an item 
that was impure with second-degree ritual impurity, such that they 
became impure with third-degree ritual impurity." In that case, 
the liquid that comes out of the grapes would not become ritually 
impure at all. 


Rava said: We, too, have learned that the Sages created higher 
standards with regard to consecrated items. As it was taught that the 
verse says with regard to the red heifer: “And for the impure they 
shall take the ashes of the burning of the sin-offering, and he shall 
put flowing water into a vessel” (Numbers 19:17), which teaches 
that the flowing water from the spring should flow directly into the 
vessel in which it will be sanctified. On the other hand, the verse 
says “and he shall put,’ meaning that the water should be poured 
into the vessel. Apparently the water is detached," but it is clearly 
attached to the spring, as it was previously stated that the water 
must flow directly into the vessel. 


NOTES 


Apparently the water is detached - poba xoy: See Tosafot, 
who mention another explanation of this statement, suggested 
by Rabbeinu Hananel: This statement means that despite the 
fact that the waters of the purification offering are physically 
connected to the spring, they should be considered detached 
for the purposes of the halakhot of ritual impurity. In his com- 


mentary on tractate Para, Rabbi Shimshon of Saens notes at 
least one difficulty with this explanation. If one accepts this 
explanation, then the stringent ruling is not based on a higher 
standard imposed by the Sages but dictated by the Torah itself. 
Although Rashi’s position is difficult for other reasons, it appears 
to fit better within the context of the discussion here. 
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Rather, this is merely a higher standard, as by Torah law the water 
may be drawn with one vessel and sanctified in another vessel. The 
Sages added that this water must be sanctified in the same vessel in 
which it was drawn from the spring, and they found support for their 
opinion in the Torah. Here too, the Sages established a higher 
standard for a consecrated object that became ritually impure, as 
they decreed that it cannot be ritually purified through insertion in 
the ground. 


Rav Shimi bar Ashi said: We, too, learned a similar statement in a 

baraita: When the period of ritual impurity of a zav or leper has 

been completed, and he immersed during the day and emerged, he 

may eat tithes immediately." Once the sun set for him, he may eat 

teruma." Rav Shimi bar Ashi infers from this statement: With re- 
gard to teruma, yes, he may eat it; however, with regard to conse- 
crated food, no, he may not. Given that conclusion, Rav Shimi bar 
Ashi asks: Why is there a difference between teruma and conse- 
crated foods? After all, he is ritually pure. Rather, the Sages estab- 
lished a higher standard for consecrated food, and permitted one 

to eat them only after sacrificing the requisite purification offering. 
Here too, the Sages established a higher standard for the ritual 

purity of consecrated liquids. 
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Rav Ashi said: We, too, learned another case where the Sages es- 
tablished a higher standard. The verse says: “And the flesh that 

touches any ritually impure thing shall not be eaten; it shall be burnt 
with fire. And as for the flesh, anyone who is ritually pure may eat 
from it” (Leviticus 7:19). And the flesh comes to include the wood 

in the Temple and the frankincense." The Gemara asks: Do wood 

and frankincense have the capacity to become ritually impure, 
given that they are neither food nor drink? Rather, the Sages estab- 
lished a higher standard for these objects due to their sanctity; here 

too, the Sages established a higher standard for the ritual purity of 
consecrated liquids. 


MI S H N A These are the types of grain with which a 


person fulfills his obligation to eat matza 
on the first night of Passover: With wheat, with barley, with spelt 
[kusmin],® with rye [shifon], and with oats [shibbolet shual].""® 
And one fulfills his obligation by eating not only matza made from 
properly tithed grains, but even with matza made from doubtfully 
tithed produce, and matza made with first tithe from which its 
teruma was already taken, or second tithe and consecrated food 
that were redeemed. And priests may eat matza prepared from 
halla, the portion of dough that is given to priests, or with teruma, 
as priests are permitted to eat these portions. 


However, one may not fulfill one’s obligation to eat matza made 
with untithed produce, nor with matza made from the first tithe 
from which its teruma was not separated, nor with matza made 
either from the second tithe, nor from consecrated grain that was 
not redeemed. With regard to one who prepared loaves of matza 
that are brought with a thanks-offering, or to the wafers brought 
by a nazirite,’ the Sages drew the following distinction: If he pre- 
pared them for himself, then he does not fulfill his obligation to 
eat matza with them. However, if he prepared them to sell them 
in the market to those who require these loaves or wafers, one 
fulfills the obligation to eat matza with them. 


BACKGROUND 


Spelt [kusmin] - }aps3: Spelt, called kusemet in the Bible, is 


HALAKHA 

Impurity of wood and frankincense — mid» Dy NKW: 
Although the wood and frankincense of the Temple are not 
foods and therefore cannot become ritually impure by Torah 
law, the Sages instituted a higher standard with regard to 
them. Consequently, if a ritually impure object touches them 
they are disqualified for sacrificial use (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe'ah 6:8). 


Grains that can be used for matza - mynd p31: One can 
fulfill his obligation to eat matza with matza prepared from 
one of the following types of grain: Wheat, spelt, barley, 
rye, and oats, as stated in the mishna. The practice is to use 
matza prepared from wheat flour, ab initio (Rema, based on 
the Maharil; Rav Ya'akov HaLevi Molin; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 453:1). 


NOTES 


Five types of grain — j33 292 Nwran: In the Jerusalem Talmud, 
it is stated that the five types of grain are derived from the 
halakhot of halla. The Gemara there adds that the verse: “And 
put in wheat, sora, barley, nisman, and spelt as its border” 
(Isaiah 28:25) is a homiletic allusion to this list. Sora is inter- 
preted as oats, nisman is rye, while the phrase “its border” 
means the limit of what is considered bread. 


Loaves of a thanks-offering or wafers brought by a 
nazirite — vp PN AAT mim: Four types of bread are 
brought with a thanks- offering, three of which are types of 
matza, namely, wafers, loaves, and flour mixed with water 
and oil. The fourth type consists of loaves of leavened bread. 
Since the loaves contain very little oil, they are not consid- 
ered rich, enhanced matza. Likewise, the wafers of a nazirite 
contain only a small amount of oil (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


Rye [shifon] — ţia: The identification of the species shifon 


identified as the species Triticum spelta L. This grain was culti- 
vated in Israel and the surrounding region. 

Spelt is similar to wheat both in the manner of its growth 
and in its appearance; nevertheless, it can be distinguished by 
its two rows in every stalk, which contain seeds tightly con- 
nected to the chaff. The cultivation of this species is fairly un- 
common both due to the difficulty involved in separating the 
chaff from the grain and because its stalk can easily crumble 
into small pieces. 


Stalks of spelt 


is the subject of considerable debate. According to Rashi, it is 
a species of grain that is neither wheat nor barley, but Secale 
cereale, rye, a type of grain cultivated in Europe. Other com- 
mentaries suggest that it is a kind of wild wheat, while yet 
others claim it is actually the grain known nowadays as oats, 
Avena sativa, a tall winter grain that grows up to 1-2 m in height, 
whose flowers are arranged in clusters. 

In Israel, this grain was used primarily as animal fodder. It was 
only in northern Europe that people began to consume it on a 
large scale, either as porridge or ground into flour and mixed 
with other grains in the production of bread. 


Stalks of rye 


Oats [shibbolet shu‘al] - byw nbiaw: The identification of 
shibbolet shu‘al is a matter of debate among the commentaries 
and the scholars, and many different suggestions have been 
put forward. Rashi and many other commentaries identify this 
grain as Avenu sterilis, oats, which is the meaning of shibbolet 
shu'al in modern Hebrew. However, others maintain that this 
plant is more likely a type of domesticated barley, perhaps 
Hordeum sativum. Although it is infrequently cultivated today, 
Hordeum sativum is sometimes used in the production of beer 
due to its high sugar content. Yet others suggest that shibbolet 
shu‘al may actually be a type of wild barley, perhaps Hordeum 
spontaneum, a small plant found in Israel whose grain can be 
used to produce flour. 


Oats 
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BACKGROUND 


Rice [orez] — 1x: Rice, Oryza sativa, is an annual plant from the 
grain family. It can grow as high as 1m and is cultivated mostly 
in swamps or irrigated summer ponds. When inside their shells, 
rice grains are ordinarily yellow, although some strains are red. 

Rice originated in the Far East, but by the mishnaic period 
it had been imported to Israel and was cultivated there as well. 

Rice was used primarily in porridge, as its lack of gluten ren- 
ders it virtually impossible to be formed into bread. Numerous 
attempts have been made to develop strains of rice from which 
bread can be prepared. Apparently, although rice does rise 
somewhat, it does not become leavened like wheat or barley. 

Like millet, rice is classified as grain by botanical definitions; 
however, it is not a bread grain, in contrast to the species of 
grain mentioned in the mishna. 


Rice plant 


Millet [dohan] - mi": The identification of dohan is also debat- 
ed by the commentaries and the scholars. The most commonly 
accepted opinion identifies it as the grain Panicum miliaceum. 
This plant grows to a height of 1-1.5 m, and its flowers are con- 
tained within long panicles. Its small seeds, 2-3 mm in diameter, 
are yellow or gold. Nowadays this grain is mainly used as animal 
fodder or as porridge. Although flour prepared from this grain 
cannot be used to form bread, it is sometimes added to bread 
made from other types of grain. 


Millet stalks 
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G E M ARA ™ Gemara identifies the species men- 


tioned in the mishna. One of the Sages 
taught in the Tosefta: Spelt is a type of wheat, while oats [shib- 
bolet shu’al] and rye [shifon] are a type of barley. The Gemara 
translates the lesser-known species into the vernacular Aramaic: 
Spelt is called gulba; rye is dishra; and oats are shevilei ta'ala. The 
Gemara infers: These species, yes, they may be used for matza; 
however, rice [orez]? and millet [dohan ],™ no, they may not be 
used. 


The Gemara asks: From where are these matters, that matza 
cannot be prepared from rice or millet, derived? Rabbi Shimon 
ben Lakish said, and likewise a Sage of the school of Rabbi 
Yishmael taught, and likewise a Sage of the school of Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov taught that the verse states: “You shall eat 
no leavened bread with it; seven days you shall eat with it mat- 
za, the bread of affliction” (Deuteronomy 16:3). This verse indi- 
cates that only with substances which will come to a state of 
leavening, a person fulfills his obligation to eat matza with 
them, provided he prevents them from becoming leavened. This 
excludes these foods, i.e., rice, millet, and similar grains, which, 
even if flour is prepared from them and water is added to their 
flour, do not come to a state of leavening but to a state of decay 
[sirahon]." 


The Gemara notes: The mishna is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri, who said: Rice is a full- 
fledged type of grain, and one is liable to receive karet for eating 
it in its leavened state, like other types of grain.’ As it was taught 
in a baraita: Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri prohibits eating cooked 
rice and millet on Passover, due to the fact that they are close to 
being leavened. 


A dilemma was raised before the scholars who were studying this 
issue. What is the meaning of the expression: That it is close to 
becoming leavened? Does this mean that it will be leavened 
even quicker than wheat or barley? Or does it perhaps mean that 
it is only close to being leavened, i.e., it resembles leavened bread, 
but it is not full-fledged leavened bread. In other words, perhaps 
Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri maintains that these grains cannot in fact 
become full-fledged leavened bread, and one is not punished with 
karet for eating them on Passover. However, he rules that one 
should nevertheless avoid eating them, due to their similarity to 
leavened bread. 


HALAKHA 


Rice and millet - mit 11K: Rice, millet, and other grains 
similar to the five types are all considered kitniyot, legumes, 
with which one may not fulfill the obligation to eat matza. 
This ruling is in accordance with the majority opinion of the 
Rabbis, contrary to Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri. Since we ac- 
cept the Gemara’s assertion that these other species do not 
become leavened, it is even permitted to cook them dur- 
ing Passover. However, some authorities prohibit doing so 
out of concern that one might mistakenly mingle one of 


To a state of decay [sirahon] - jinYo op: Some commentar- 
ies explain that the word sirahon in this context is related to 
the phrase “the overlapping excess [serah haodef}" (Exodus 
26:12). That is, the bread will not rise but there will be some 
excess matter due to the fermentation (Rav Yehuda ben Rav 
Binyamin HaRofeh). 


The opinions of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri and the Rabbis — 


NOTES 


the forbidden five types of grain with them (Tur; Hagahot 
Maimoniyot; Mordekhai). The common practice in Ashkenazi 
communities is not to eat any type of kitniyot during Pass- 
over. However, other communities maintain different customs. 
Some are not concerned about these stringencies at all. Oth- 
ers have a tradition to refrain from eating rice and millet, but 
they eat other types of kitniyot. Various other customs and 
traditions are observed in different locales (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 453:1). 


DAM W JA AMP a7 miw: In the Jerusalem Talmud, it is 
stated that the identification of certain species of grain that 
are fit for matza was based on an examination performed by 
the Sages to determine whether or not the flour produced 
from these grains will be leavened. Accordingly, the dispute 
between Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri and the Rabbis is about 
whether or not the fermentation process of certain grains can 
be defined as leavening. 
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The Gemara responds: Come and hear a resolution to this ques- 
tion, as it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri 
said: Rice is a full-fledged type of grain. Therefore, one is liable 
to receive karet for eating it in its leavened state, and a person 
can fulfill his obligation to eat matza with it on Passover. This 
baraita clearly indicates that, according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Nuri, rice becomes leavened like other grains, and 
the expression: It is close to becoming leavened, means that it 
becomes leavened quicker than other grains. 


And so too, Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri would say: One who has 
prepared bread from keramit, a type of wild wheat, is obligated 
to separate halla, just as he must separate halla from dough pre- 
pared of other types of grain. The Gemara asks: What is keramit? 
Abaye said: Itis a plant called shitzanita. Since this name was not 
widely known either, the Gemara asks: What is shitzanita?™ Rav 
Pappa said: This is the wild grain that is found between papyrus 
reeds.’ 


Rabba bar bar Hana said that Reish Lakish said: With regard to 
dough that was kneaded with wine, oil, or honey, one is not 
liable to receive karet for eating it in its leavened state, since these 
liquids will not cause the dough to be leavened. Rav Pappa and 
Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, were sitting before Rav Idi bar 
Avin, and Rav Idi bar Avin was sitting and dozing as his students 
conversed. Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said to Rav Pappa: 
What is the reason of Reish Lakish, who maintains that one is 
not liable to receive karet for this type of leavening? 


Rav Pappa said to him: The verse states: “You shall eat no leav- 
ened bread with it; seven days you shall eat with it matza” (Deu- 
teronomy 16:3). In light of the juxtaposition of leavened bread and 
matza, Reish Lakish compares these two types of bread: With 
regard to those substances through which a person fulfills his 
obligation to eat matza, one is liable to receive karet for eating 
them in their leavened state. And with regard to this dough, 
which was kneaded with wine, oil, or honey, since a person does 
not fulfill his obligation to eat matza with it, as it is called rich, 
i.e. enhanced, matza," one is not liable to receive karet for eating 
it in its leavened state on Passover. Matza is called the bread of 
affliction, or the poor man’s bread, a description that does not 
apply to dough prepared with wine, oil, or honey. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, raised an objection to Rav 
Pappa: We learned with regard to one who took a baked item, 
dissolved it in water, and swallowed this mixture on Passover: 
If the baked item is leavened bread, he is punished with karet; 
and if it is matza, a person does not fulfill his obligation to eat 
matza on Passover with this food. The reason one does not fulfill 
the obligation to eat matza is because swallowing in this manner 
is not considered an act of eating. But here this is a case where a 
person does not fulfill his obligation to eat matza with this 
dissolved food, and nevertheless he is liable to receive karet 
for eating it in its leavened state. This ruling conflicts with Rav 
Pappa’s general principle. 


At this point Rav Idi bar Avin woke up, due to their discussion, 
and said to them: Children, this is the reasoning of Reish 
Lakish: One is not liable to receive karet for eating dough kneaded 
with oil or honey, because oil and honey are considered fruit 
juices, 


NOTES 


What is shitzanita — xp3¥°W IN: Some commentaries explain 
this discussion as follows: The Sages first noted that keramit is 
shitzanita, a species of wild grain. They then inquired what par- 
ticular type of wild grain it is, to which Rav Pappa replied that 
it is the wild grain that grows between the papyrus reeds (Rav 


Ya'akov Emden). 


Rashi brings two alternative definitions of shitzanita: 
Nigella sativa, an annual flowering plant indigenous to 
the Near East, which produces black seeds that can be 
used as a spice; and darnel, Lolium temulentum, a weed 
that grows in wheat fields and is similar in appearance 
to wheat. 


BACKGROUND 

Shitzanita - Ky% »: The geonim call this produce 
kormei de'agma, an Aramaic name that is apparently a 
reference to Glyceria fluitans, water mannagrass, from the 
grain family. This perennial plant grows in areas that are 
covered in water. It can grow up to 1 m in height, while 
its leaves can be as wide as 10 cm. Although its stalks are 
moist and edible, water mannagrass is normally used as 
a high-quality animal fodder. 

The grains of this plant are also edible, especially as a 
porridge that was known for its pleasant taste. In some 
places, there was a significant demand for this grain. The 
fact that this species is from the grain family is probably 
the reason for the discussion as to whether or not it is 
considered like other bread grains, as Rabbi Yohanan 
ben Nuri maintains that it is considered a bread grain 
with regard to the halakhot of leavened bread and halla. 


Water mannagrass 


Papyrus reeds — xpa: This is apparently the Cyperus 
papyrus, from the reed family. This grass-like perennial 
plant grows stems 2-5 m tall, with web-like clusters of 
small shoots sprouting from its edge. This plant can be 
found in swamps throughout Israel and the surrounding 
region. Its roots descend deep into the water, with new 
stems sprouting every year. These reeds were used in 
the construction of rafts and in forming papyrus paper. 
Although the root stems are also edible, nowadays they 
are mostly used in the production of mats. 


Papyrus reeds 


HALAKHA 
Rich matza — Mwy ny2: Dough kneaded with any liq- 
uid other than water is not considered leavened bread 
and may be eaten on Passover. However, one cannot 
fulfill his obligation to eat matza by consuming this so- 
called rich matza (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 462:1). 


AOAI: PEREKI: 35A 173 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek II 
Daf 35 Amud b 


HALAKHA 
Fruit Juice — niva %2: Fruit juice, as well as any liquid other 
than water that has not been mixed with water, is not con- 
sidered to cause dough to leaven at all (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 4621). 


Matzot from doubtfully tithed produce — »x17 nis: One 
who eats matza made from doubtfully tithed produce has 
fulfilled his obligation (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Hametz UMatza 6:7 and Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Berakhot 1:20). 


Eating doubtfully tithed produce — «17 mbox: One may 
feed doubtfully tithed produce to the poor and to guests; 
however, he should inform them that they are being served 
doubtfully tithed produce, so that they can tithe it if they 
want (Rambam Sefer Zeraim, Hilkhot Ma‘aserot 10:11). 

First tithe from grain on the stalks — paws ya war: A 
Levite who separated the first tithe from grain when it is still 
on its stalks is not required to separate teruma gedola from 
this tithe. However, if he separates the tithe after the grain 
has been placed in a pile, he must set aside teruma gedola 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 331). 
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Normal tithing procedure for one hundred units of produce 


NOTES 
Soldiers [akhsanya] — D>: Some commentaries explain 
that the term akhsanya refers to an inn whose guests are 
mostly poor, and that even any wealthy people staying 
there are without food. Under these circumstances, they 
are permitted to eat doubtfully tithed produce (Meiri). 


LANGUAGE 
Soldiers [akhsanya] — X⁄03%: From the Greek Eevia, xenia, 
meaning hospitality offered to a foreigner. Some versions 
of the text read afasnia, from the Greek éwvia, opsonia, 
meaning provisions of food for soldiers. 
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and fruit juice" does not cause dough to be leavened. Therefore, 
dough prepared with these liquids is not considered full-fledged 
leavened bread. 


The Gemara turns to the cases of the mishna. The mishna taught 
that one can fulfill his obligation to eat matza with doubtfully 
tithed produce" and with produce of the first tithe, from which 
teruma has been separated. The Gemara asks: Can one really fulfill 
his obligation with doubtfully tithed produce? It is not suitable 
for him to eat. The Sages prohibited the eating of doubtfully tithed 
produce that has not been tithed. The Gemara answers: Since, if 
one so desires he may renounce all his property, thereby becoming 
a poor person who is permitted to eat doubtfully tithed produce, 
now too it is suitable for him, even though he did not declare his 
property ownerless. Consequently, if he used doubtfully tithed 
produce as matza, he has fulfilled the mitzva after the fact. 


As we learned in a mishna: One may feed the poor doubtfully 
tithed produce, and he may also feed Jewish soldiers [akhsanya]": 
who lodge with him doubtfully tithed produce." And Rav Huna 

said that it was taught that Beit Shammai say: One may neither 
feed the poor doubtfully tithed produce, nor feed soldiers doubt- 
fully tithed produce. And Beit Hillel say: One may feed these 

groups doubtfully tithed produce. This mishna indicates that doubt- 
fully tithed produce is not prohibited to the same extent as entirely 
untithed produce, as in certain situations the prohibition pertaining 
to doubtfully tithed produce does not take effect. 


The mishna taught that one can fulfill the obligation to eat matza 
with produce of the first tithe from which its teruma, the teruma 
of the tithe, was taken and given to a priest. The Gemara asks: Isn’t 
that obvious, as, since its teruma has been taken, it is non-sacred 
food? What novel element is taught by this statement? 


The Gemara answers: No, it is necessary to teach the halakha ina 
case where a Levite preceded the priest while the grain was still on 
its stalks." Ordinarily, the Levite would be given his first tithe only 
after the priest had taken the teruma gedola; however, in this case 
the Levite took his portion before the priest. And the teruma of the 
tithe was taken by the Levite from his tithe so that he would be 
permitted to eat the tithe; however, the teruma gedola was not 
taken from the produce at all. And the novel element of the mishna 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Abbahu. 


As Rabbi Abbahu said that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: First 
tithe in which the Levite preceded the priest while the grain was 
still on the stalks is exempt from teruma gedola, even though the 
Levite thereby reduces the amount of grain the priest receives. As 
it is stated: “Moreover you shall speak to the Levites and say to 
them: When you take from the children of Israel the tithe which I 
have given you from them as your inheritance, and you shall set 
apart from it a gift for the Lord, a tithe from the tithe” (Numbers 
18:26). This verse teaches that the Levite is obligated to set apart a 
tithe from the tithe, i.e., the teruma of the tithe, and not teruma 
gedola and the teruma of the tithe from the tithe. 


Rav Pappa said to Abaye: However, if that is so, even if the Levite 
preceded the priest after the kernels of grain were removed from 
the stalks and placed ina pile, the Levite should not have to separate 
teruma gedola in this case either. Abaye said to him: With regard 
to your claim, the verse states: “From all that is given to you, you 
shall set apart all of that which is the Lord’s teruma, of all the best 
of it, even its consecrated portion” (Numbers 18:29). This verse 
teaches that the Levites must designate a portion of the gifts they 
receive and give it to the priests. 
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The Gemara asks: And what did you see to lead you to require 
the separation of teruma gedola from first tithe that was taken 
from grain in piles and not from first tithe that was taken from 
grain on stalks? Abaye answers: This produce, after being 
threshed and placed into piles, is completely processed and has 
become grain;" and that produce on the stalk did not yet be- 
come grain, and the Levite is therefore exempt from separating 
teruma gedola from it. Produce that has been arranged in a pile 
is called grain by the Torah and is given to the priest. Once it is 
classified as grain, the right of the priest takes effect and the 
Levite is required to separate teruma gedola from it. 


The mishna taught that one can fulfill his obligation to eat matza 
with second-tithe grain and with consecrated grain that was 
redeemed. The Gemara asks: It is obvious that this is the case, 
as consecrated grain that has been redeemed is non-sacred pro- 
duce. The Gemara answers: With what are we dealing here? 
We are dealing with a case where the consecrated property was 
not completely redeemed, i.e., where one gave payment for the 
principal, the value of the tithe, but he did not give payment 
for the additional fifth due when redeeming consecrated items. 
And the mishna teaches us that failure to add the fifth does not 
invalidate the redemption. Although there is an obligation to 
pay this additional fifth, the neglect of this duty does not prevent 
the grain from becoming non-sacred. 


And the mishna further taught that priests can fulfill their obli- 
gation with matza of halla and with teruma." The Gemara again 
asks: It is obvious that this is the case. Since a priest is permitted 
to eat halla and teruma, he can fulfill his obligation to eat matza 
with them. The Gemara responds: This ruling is nevertheless 
necessary, lest you say that we require matza that may be eaten 
equally by anyone, which would mean that matza that may not 
be eaten by regular Israelites is prohibited to priests as well. The 
mishna therefore teaches us that the repetition of the words 
“matzot,’ “matzot” (Deuteronomy 16:3, 8) comes to amplify, i.e., 
one can fulfill one’s obligation to eat matza even with foods that 
may be eaten only by specific people. 


We learned in the mishna: However, one may not fulfill this 
obligation with untithed produce." The Gemara asks: It is 
obvious that this is the case, as it is always prohibited to eat tevel. 
The Gemara explains: No, it is necessary to teach this halakha 
in a case where it is considered untithed produce by rabbinic 
law, and by Torah law the produce is permitted. For instance, 
this is the case with regard to grain that one sowed in an unper- 
forated flowerpot. Anything grown disconnected from the 
ground is not defined as produce of the ground, and its owner 
is exempt by Torah law from tithing it. However, by rabbinic law, 
grain sowed in an unperforated flowerpot is considered un- 
tithed. 


It was also taught in the mishna: And one does not fulfill his 
obligation with matza from produce of the first tithe, whose 
teruma, teruma of the tithe, was not taken. The Gemara asks: It 
is obvious that this is the case, as this produce may not be eaten. 
The Gemara answers: No, it is necessary for the mishna to teach 
this with regard to a case where the Levite preceded the priest 
after the kernels of grain were placed in a pile but before teruma 
gedola was separated from the produce. 


The Gemara elaborates: Lest you say, as Rav Pappa said to 
Abaye, that in that case too, the Levite should be exempt from 
the requirement to separate teruma gedola from this produce, 
the tanna of the mishna teaches us, as Abaye responded to Rav 
Pappa, that there is a difference between a case when the grain 
was on the stalks and when it was collected in a pile. Therefore, 
one may not eat this produce before separating teruma gedola 
from it. 


NOTES 
This has become grain — js) *8 77: Produce that has been ar- 
ranged into a pile and smoothed over is considered to have 
reached the stage of the completion of its work, and it is classi- 
fied as grain. The proof is the verse that is referring to “grain from 
the threshing floor” (Numbers 18:27). The definition of grain is 
important with regard to teruma, which is called “the first of your 
grain” (Deuteronomy 18:4; see Arukh). 


Matza of untithed produce - bap misna: There are many difficul- 
ties concerning the meaning of this passage and its practical rami- 
fications. Apparently, the Rabbis maintain that matza of untithed 
produce may be eaten after the fact. Some commentaries claim 
that matza of untithed produce is entirely prohibited to be eaten, 
even according to the Rabbis, due to the fact that eating it would 
be considered a mitzva that comes by means of a transgression. 
However, others reject this explanation, contending that this 
principle applies only to a commandment that involves praise of 
God, e.g., the sacrifice of an offering or taking the four species on 
Sukkot. By contrast, the fulfillment of other mitzvot is not nullified 
if they come by means of transgression (Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz). 
Others explain that to perform a mitzva in this manner is prohib- 
ited by rabbinic law (Ramban). Yet others suggest that the Rabbis 
indeed prohibit this matza because it is a mitzva that comes by 
means of a transgression, and the reason why this principle is in 
effect is that there is no mitzva to eat a second olive-bulk of matza. 
Consequently, with regard to any consumption beyond a single 
olive-bulk, the mitzva no longer applies while the prohibition 
remains in force (Hashlama). 


HALAKHA = —W¥—W——_____- 
Matza of halla and teruma - manm mn Dyn: Priests can fulfill 
their obligation to eat matza with teruma or halla, despite the fact 
that this food may not be eaten by non-priests (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 6:8). 


Matza of untithed produce -5 myn: One cannot fulfill the obli- 
gation to eat matza with untithed produce, even if it is untithed by 
rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 6:7). 
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LANGUAGE 
Unminted coin [asimon] — jx: From the Greek 
äonpov, asémon, meaning without a mark or sign, or 
a coin without an official imprint. 
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It was further taught in the mishna: And one does not fulfill his obli- 
gation to eat matza with second-tithe produce or consecrated grain 
that was not redeemed. The Gemara asks: Isn't that, too, obvious, as 
it is prohibited to eat these foods? 


The Gemara answers: Actually, this is speaking of a case where they 
were redeemed, and what is the meaning of the expression: They 
were not redeemed? It means that they were not redeemed prop- 
erly, e.g., second-tithe grain that was redeemed with an unminted 
coin [asimon].' As the Merciful One says with regard to the redemp- 
tion of the second tithe: “And you shall turn it into money, and bind 
up the money in your hand, and go to the place which the Lord your 
God shall choose” (Deuteronomy 14:25). The phrase “and bind up 
[ve’tzarta] the money” indicates that the produce must be exchanged 
for an object that has a form [tzura], not unminted metal. 


And with regard to consecrated property, we are dealing with a case 
where he redeemed it by exchanging it for land instead of money, 
as the Merciful One says: “And he will give the fifth part of the 
money of your valuation unto it and it shall be assured to him” (see 
Leviticus 27:19). If one redeemed consecrated property with land 
rather than money, the consecrated status is not transferred to the 
land. 


The Sages taught: I might have thought that a person fulfills his 
obligation to eat matza with untithed produce that was not amend- 
ed with regard to tithes. The Gemara analyzes the apparently redun- 
dant phrase untithed produce that was not amended. But isn’t all 
untithed produce also not amended, by definition? 


Rather, this baraita is referring to untithed produce that was incom- 
pletely amended. How so? For example, produce from which teruma 

gedola was taken, but the teruma of the tithe was not taken from it. 
Alternatively, the first tithe was separated from the produce, but not 

the second tithe; or, it is referring even to grain from which all the 

tithes were separated, apart from the poor man’s tithe. Although no 

sanctity applies to the poor man’s tithe, which is simply a monetary 
gift to the poor, until this tithe has not been separated the grain re- 
mains untithed. From where is it derived that these types of grain 

cannot be used for matza? 


The verse states: “You shall not eat leavened bread with it; seven 
days you shall eat with it matza” (Deuteronomy 16:3). One fulfills 
his obligation to eat matza with food whose prohibition is solely 
due to the prohibition: Do not eat leavened bread with it, if it was 
not preserved in an unleavened state. This command excludes this 
grain, which is not prohibited due to the prohibition: Do not eat 
leavened bread, but rather due to the prohibition: Do not eat un- 
tithed produce. 


The Gemara expresses surprise at this baraita. And the prohibition 
of leavened bread, where did it go? In other words, doesn't the pro- 
hibition: “You shall not eat leavened bread” apply to untithed produce 
as well? Rav Sheshet said: In accordance with whose opinion is 
this baraita? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, 
who said: One prohibition does not take effect where another 
prohibition already exists." No additional prohibitions can apply to 
an object that is already prohibited, e.g., untithed grain. Consequent- 
ly, the prohibition of leavened bread does not take effect on untithed 
produce. As it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon says: 


One prohibition does not take effect where another prohibi- 
tion already exists - VDX by bn VN PX: There is a general 
principle that no additional prohibitions can apply to an action or 
object that is already prohibited by Torah law. There are certain ex- 
ceptions to this principle, for example: Simultaneous prohibitions; 
a prohibition that adds a significant element to the first prohibi- 


HALAKHA 


tion, such as a stricter punishment; or a more inclusive prohibition, 
e.g. if the second prohibition is more comprehensive than the 
first one. These exceptions are in accordance with the accepted 
opinion in the mishna and the Gemara in tractate Keritot, and they 
are contrary to Rabbi Shimon's minority opinion (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 17:8; Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 14:18). 
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One who unwittingly eats an unslaughtered animal carcass on Yom 
Kippur" is exempt from bringing a sin-offering to atone for this con- 
sumption. The prohibition against eating on Yom Kippur does not 
apply to the already prohibited meat ofan animal carcass, which means 
only the prohibition against eating an unslaughtered animal carcass is 
violated by this act. 


Ravina said: Even if you say that this baraita is in accordance with the 
Rabbis, who maintain that a prohibition can take effect where an- 
other prohibition already exists, it can be explained as follows: One 
fulfills his obligation to eat matza with food whose prohibition is 
solely due to the commandment: Do not eat leavened bread, which 
excludes this grain, which is forbidden not only due to the prohibi- 
tion: Do not eat leavened bread, but also due to the prohibition: Do 
not eat untithed produce. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty against this explanation: Is the word: 
Only, written in the baraita? This word, which is critical for Ravina’s 
explanation, does not appear in the baraita at all. Rather, it is clear 
that this must be explained in accordance with the explanation of Rav 
Sheshet, who maintains that the baraita should be attributed to Rabbi 
Shimon. 


The Sages taught: I might have thought that a person can fulfill his 
obligation to eat matza on Passover with matza of second tithe" in 
Jerusalem. Therefore, the verse states: “You shall eat no leavened 
bread with it; seven days you shall eat with it matza, the bread of af- 
fliction [lehem oni]”" (Deuteronomy 16:3), oni with the letter ayin, i.e., 
poor man’s bread. As this is similar to the phrase: Bread of acute 
mourning [lehem oni], oni with an alef, it can be inferred that this 
mitzva must be fulfilled with matza that can be eaten during a period 
of acute mourning, on the day one’s close relative has died. This ex- 
cludes this second tithe, which cannot be eaten during a period of 
acute mourning but only in a state of joy, as the Torah states: “I have 
not eaten from it in my acute mourning” (Deuteronomy 26:14). This 
is the statement of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. 


Rabbi Akiva says: The repetition of matzot matzot serves to amplify, 
and teaches that all types of matza may be eaten on Passover. The 
baraita asks: If so, what is the meaning when the verse states lehem 
oni, poor man’s bread? The baraita answers: This phrase excludes 
dough that was kneaded with wine, oil, or honey, which is not clas- 
sified as poor man’s bread and therefore cannot be used for this mitzva. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason of Rabbi Akiva? The Gemara 
explains: Is it written in the consonantal text lehem oni with a vav? 
That would allude to the comparison of matza to food eaten by an onen, 
an acute mourner, as onen is also spelled with a vav. Actually, it is 
written lehem oni without a vav, meaning poor man’s bread. 


And Rabbi Yosei HaGelili could respond: Do we vocalize the word 
as ani, as would be appropriate for a phrase meaning a poor man’s 
bread? In fact, we vocalize it oni, which means oppression, affliction, 
or mourning. And Rabbi Akiva could retort: The fact that we vocalize 
the word as oni is in accordance with a statement of Shmuel. As 
Shmuel said: The expression lehem oni means bread over which many 
matters are recited [onin], an allusion to the Passover Seder, at which 
one recites the Haggadah and eats matza. 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


Matza of second tithe - W wyn ny: Matza of 
second tithe may be used by anyone to fulfill the 
mitzva to eat matza (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Hametz UMatza 6:8). 


An animal carcass on Yom Kippur - o1557 O13 max: The 
accepted ruling is that one who eats from an unslaughtered 
animal carcass on Yom Kippur is liable to bring a sin-offering, 
as the prohibition against eating on Yom Kippur applies even 
to an animal carcass. This is because the prohibition to eat 
on Yom Kippur is more inclusive than the prohibition against 
eating an animal carcass, as it adds to the scope of the earlier 


prohibition, and the accepted view is that a prohibition of this 
kind applies in addition to another prohibition. The prohibition 
against eating on Yom Kippur is inclusive because it applies to 
all types of food. Some commentaries say that it also adds to 
the scope of the prohibition against eating an animal carcass, as 
the prohibition of Yom Kippur is more severe (see the Halakha 
notes on 35b for a more detailed explanation). 


Lehem oni -iy ond: The dispute between Rabbi Yosei HaGelili 
and Rabbi Akiva with regard to the explanation of the term 
lehem oni can be explained as follows: Rabbi Yosei claims that 
oni is a broad term that refers to pain and suffering in general, 
so that /ehem oni means the bread of affliction; whereas Rabbi 
Akiva contends that oni refers solely to poverty, in accordance 
with the plain meaning of the term, poor man’s bread. 
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NOTES 
The dough must be burned immediately — t2 qwa: Al- 
hough the Sages provide signs to identify whether dough 
has leavened, these apply only to ordinary dough. Since 
dough kneaded with wine, oil, and honey can become 
eavened before the appearance of these visible signs of 
eavening, the signs are irrelevant in this case (Tosefot Rid). 


Knead and spread - D5¥70 ow):The first tanna claims 
hat one may not knead these substances into dough, but 
hat one may spread them on top of dough. Although 
one may not prepare dough with a mixture of water and 
hese substances, it is permitted to spread them on the 
surface of the dough. By contrast, the Rabbis claim that it 
is entirely prohibited to mix water and juice when prepar- 
ing dough during Passover (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


Meal-offerings — ninaa: These include all offerings of flour 
or bread brought in the Temple. Among the meal-offer- 
ings are the two loaves of bread brought on Shavuot, the 
Temple shewbread, the various kinds of voluntary meal- 
offerings, the sinner’s meal-offering, the loaves of bread 

accompanying a thanks-offering, the meal-offerings that 
accompany libations, the meal-offering of a suspected 

adulteress [sota], and the omer offering. Numerous com- 
plex laws apply to these meal-offerings, and most of trac- 
tate Menahot is devoted to a detailed discussion of them. 
Most of the meal-offerings are brought from unleavened 

wheat flour. Likewise, most of these offerings require tak- 
ing a handful of the offering, an essential element in the 

sacrificial ceremony. Many types of meal-offerings have oil 

mixed with them or incense added to them at some stage 

of their preparation. The halakhot of meal-offerings paral- 
lel the halakhot of animal sacrifices in numerous respects, 
and many of the acts that render animal sacrifices unfit 
also render meal-offerings unfit. 


HALAKHA 
Dough that was kneaded with fruit juice - mobo mow 
niva ma: One should not knead dough with fruit juice 
and water on Passover. If one did prepare a mixture of 
this kind, he must bake it before it is leavened, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 462:2). 


Kneading and spreading — qp) mn: Since it is permit- 
ted to knead dough with fruit juice, it is also permitted 
to spread these juices on dough. The accepted practice 
in Ashkenazi communities is to be stringent in this re- 
gard, in light of the opinion that fruit juice leavens dough 
quickly. There is also a concern that water may have been 
mixed with the fruit juice. The custom is not to spread 
fruit juice on matza until after it has been baked (Rema). 
Furthermore, matza of this kind should not be used for 
the mitzva on the first night of Passover (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 462:4). 


Baking meal-offerings — ninya n»ax: The dough for all 

baked meal-offerings can be prepared with warm water, 
as the attending priests would certainly be careful to pre- 
vent the dough from becoming leavened (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:21). 
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The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Akiva maintain with regard to 
dough that was kneaded with wine, oil, or honey, that it may not 
be used for matza? But wasn’t it taught in a baraita: One may not 
knead dough on Passover with wine, oil, or honey? And if one 
kneaded dough in this manner, Rabban Gamliel says: The dough 
must be burned immediately," as it is leavened faster than other types 
of dough. And the Rabbis say that although it is leavened quickly, one 
can still prevent it from being leavened, and if he does 
so it may be eaten." And Rabbi Akiva said: It was my Shabbat to 
serve before Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua during Passover 
(Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh), and I kneaded for them 
dough with wine, oil, and honey, and they said nothing to me by 
way of objection. 


The baraita continues: And although one may not knead dough with 

these ingredients, one may spread these substances on the surface of 
the dough. The Gemara comments: With regard to this latter state- 
ment, we have come back to the opinion of the first tanna, who said 

that one may not knead bread with wine, oil, or honey. And the Rab- 
bis say: With regard to dough into which one may knead wine, oil, 
or honey, one may likewise spread them on the dough, whereas 

concerning dough into which one may not knead these ingredients, 
one may not spread“ them on the dough either. And everyone 

agrees that one may not knead the dough with warm water, as this 

will cause it to be leavened quickly. In any case, it is evident from here 

that Rabbi Akiva himself prepared matza with wine, oil, and honey. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as this statement of Rabbi 
Akiva’s, which maintains that one does not fulfill his obligation with 
matza prepared with wine, oil, and honey, is referring to the first day 
of the Festival, during which there is a special commandment to eat 
matza. However, that second baraita, in which Rabbi Akiva states that 
he prepared this type of dough himself, pertains to the second day of 
Passover, when no special requirement to eat matza is in effect. On 
the second day, there is no mitzva to eat matza. It is only forbidden to 
own or eat leavened bread; consequently so-called rich, or enhanced 
matza, prepared from fruit juices, is permitted. 


The Gemara adds that this is as Rabbi Yehoshua said to his sons: On 
the first night of Passover, do not knead for me dough with milk, 
but from the first night onward, knead my dough for me with milk. 
The Gemara raises a difficulty: But wasn’t it taught in a baraita: 
Throughout the whole year one may not knead dough with milk, and 
if he kneaded dough with milk, the entire bread is prohibited, due 
to the fact that one will become accustomed to sin, by unwittingly 
eating it with meat? Rather, this is what he is saying: On the first 
night of Passover do not knead me dough with honey; however, from 
then onward, knead me dough with honey. 


And if you wish, say instead that actually, Rabbi Yehoshua said: With 
milk, as Ravina said: If this bread, kneaded with milk, is prepared in 
the shape of an ox’s eye, it is permitted. In other words, if one forms 
this dough in a unique shape, e.g., the eye of an ox, one may eat it, as 
it is clearly distinguishable from ordinary bread. Therefore, there is 
no concern that it will be eaten with meat. Here too, the baraita is 
speaking about a case where he told them to prepare this matza in the 
shape of an ox’s eye. 


It was incidentally mentioned in the previous baraita: And everyone 

agrees that one may not knead dough with warm water. The Ge- 
mara asks: In what way is this case different from that of meal- 
offerings?" As we learned in a mishna: All meal-offerings are knead- 
ed with warm water and are watched so that they will not be 

leavened. The Gemara explains that there is a distinction between 

these two cases: If they say it is permitted for diligent priests to bake 

with warm water," shall they also say the same with regard to those 

who are not diligent? The priests are diligent and expert in the Tem- 
ple service and are able to take extreme care, but not everyone can be 

relied upon to guard the dough unfailingly. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


var vax Tie Lod ny nino T oe 
bene TOK MAY TA ATION KY 
ANN ‘pant PX - ning bw pon 
xy) — apd se porta — mw 

pom 


POY DIIM PPNI KPR a Tey 
- "ian bx TWIT 10 Y A poy 
by a> aana nyn TPg) nwpn 

DIY boa mywsy Tbn. Tp% 


PPY DIPRA - em) pram te) 
yin Wa Tpws ha: 19 WONT .XN 
anh piah Aboa- my naint 
PPY DIPRA KD) PPTA ast 


AMARANT YT NIIA KIV ND 
HADIK pgi nix pany viva 
KY WDY 


ingin op omy Kyi bia spar un 
boa” nib anba - wy 
myn - nisn sbaxn opniawin 
DDI IY? OMI boa ragi 


pine pi = SE mbwa 


siva mA IN AND MN KPPN 
DNI AVRY TED AK - DNI IVR 
AX - ODA VND PRY TITA TA N 

ONDA APNI PRY TYN 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, if we rely on the diligence of 
the priests, let them also soak the grains in water to help them re- 
move the husks. Why did Rabbi Zeira say that Rabba bar Yirmeya 

said that Shmuel said: With regard to the wheat used in the meal- 
offerings, one may not soak it?" The Gemara answers: The knead- 
ing of the dough is performed by diligent priests; however, the act 

of soaking is not performed by diligent priests. Instead, this soak- 
ing is performed outside of the Temple confines by less reliable 

non-priests. 


The Gemara asks: And with regard to kneading, is it performed only 
by diligent priests?" But isn’t it written: “And when any one brings 
a meal-offering to the Lord, his offering shall be of fine flour; and 
he shall pour oil upon it, and place frankincense upon it. And he 
shall bring it to Aaron's sons the priests; and he shall take from it 
his handful of its fine flour, and of its oil, together with all its frank- 
incense” (Leviticus 2:1-2). These verses indicate that from the 
scooping of a handful" and onward, the mitzva must be performed 
by members of the priesthood. This teaches about the pouring of 
the oil and the stirring of the mixture that they are valid even if 
they are performed by any person, even a non-priest. 


The Gemara answers: With regard to kneading, although it is not 
performed by diligent priests, it is nevertheless performed in the 
place of the diligent. Kneading may be carried out by a non-priest, 
but it must still be performed in the Temple courtyard. As the 
Master said: Mixing is valid if performed by a non-priest; how- 
ever, if it is conducted outside the walls of the courtyard," it, the 
meal offering, is disqualified. This serves to exclude soaking, 
which is neither performed by the diligent nor performed in the 
place of the diligent. 


The Gemara asks: And in what way is this case different from that 
of the omer meal-offering, which must also be guarded from leav- 
ening? As it was taught in a baraita: With regard to the omer offer- 
ing, one soaks it" and gathers it, without concern that it will be- 
come leavened. The Gemara answers: An act performed by the 
community is different," as the Great Sanhedrin supervises these 
operations, and those executing them no doubt proceed with great 
caution. 


The Sages taught in another baraita: I might have thought that one 

can fulfill his obligation by eating matza prepared from the wheat 
of first fruits;" therefore, the verse states: “In all of your habita- 
tions you shall eat matzot” (Exodus 12:20). This verse indicates that 

one fulfills his obligation only with matza that may be eaten “in all 

of your habitations.” This expression excludes first fruits, which 

may not be eaten in all of your habitations, but only in Jerusalem. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. 


Rabbi Akiva says: That verse is not the source for this halakha; 
rather, the fact that one cannot fulfill his obligation with matza of 
first fruits is derived from the juxtaposition of matza and bitter 
herbs: Just as bitter herbs are not first fruits, as they are not in- 
cluded in the seven species to which the mitzva of first fruits applies, 
so too matza may not be from first fruits. If you will claim: Just as 
bitter herbs are from a species that are not brought as first fruits, 
so too matza must be prepared from a species that are not brought 
as first fruits, e.g., spelt, 


Soaking the wheat for meal-offerings — nina non: One 
may not soak the wheat used for meal- offerings, lest he fail to 
guard it carefully from becoming leavened, as stated by Shmuel 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 12:20). 


The role of the priests in the bringing of the meal-offering - 
amag NIWA mian Pp: All actions performed in the 
process of preparing a meal-offering, i.e., grinding, kneading, 
and baking, may be performed by non-priests. From the scoop- 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 


Handful — 7x7: Most meal-offerings require a 
handful to be taken by a priest and burnt on the altar; 
e.g. see Leviticus 2:2. This service, which parallels the 
slaughtering of an animal sacrifice, could be performed 
only by a priest. According to many authorities, the 
priest would scoop the flour out with the three middle 
fingers of his right hand, using his thumb and little fin- 
ger to remove any surplus flour. He would then place 
the flour in a sacred vessel used in the Temple service 
to consecrate it. Since the priest had to scoop out an 
exact handful of flour, no more and no less, scooping 
of the handful was one of the more difficult services 
in the Temple. 


The omer meal-offering — vaiva nna: The Gemara 
assumes that equal stringency should apply to the 
omer and to leavened bread, despite the fact that the 
omer is prepared from barley and, as the Gemara will 
later note, barley is less likely to become leavened be- 
cause it is smooth. However, given that the Sages do 
not apply this distinction between wheat and barley 
with regard to non-sacred food, it is certainly not ac- 
cepted with regard to consecrated food (Rashash). 


An act performed by the community is different - 
xw nay: The principle that an action performed by 
or on behalf of the entire Jewish people will be done 
with great care is applicable to other situations as well. 
This is not because there are many people involved 
in the mitzva. In fact, the opposite is true, as people 
are more likely to be lax if they know they can rely on 
many other participants. Rather, a communal offering 
is overseen by the Great Sanhedrin, which ensures that 
the entire process is performed properly. 


ing of a handful of this offering and onward, the rite must be 
performed by priests (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 12:23). 


Mixing outside the Temple courtyard — mh yma ada: 
A meal-offering that is mixed outside the Temple courtyard 
is disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 11:6). 


Soaking the omer - niyy non): The grain offered in the 
omer sacrifice may be soaked, as the court carefully supervises 
the entire process (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Ha- 
Korbanot 12:20). 


Matza from first fruits - 0°13 Ny: Priests cannot fulfill the 
mitzva to eat matza with first fruits, even in Jerusalem, as this 
matza cannot be eaten outside the capital (Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 6:8). 
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Perek II 
Daf 36 Amudb 


NOTES 


First fruits - w23: The obligation to bring first fruits 

to the Temple is stated in the Torah (Deuteronomy 26:1- 
11) and is discussed in great detail in tractate Bikkurim, 
in the mishna and in the Jerusalem Talmud. This mitzva 

involves the bringing of a small amount of first fruits, 
one-sixtieth of the harvest, before teruma is separated 

from the crop. The first fruits must be brought from the 

seven types of fruit for which Israel is praised all the way 

to the Temple in Jerusalem. A large, festive ceremony 

accompanied the procession of the first fruits to the city. 
The owner of the fruit would bring his basket up to the 

altar, where he would wave it and recite the prayers of 
praise and thanksgiving that appear in the Torah. At this 

stage of the ritual, the status of the first fruits becomes 

like that of teruma, and the fruits belong to the priest. 


Carrying is nothing other than eating - xx DRY PX 
TYK: The verse is interpreted as follows: Second tithe 
can be exchanged either because “the way is too long 
for you, if one lives far from Jerusalem, even if the tithe 
is pure; or due to the fact that you are not able to carry 
it; i.e, it has been brought into Jerusalem but cannot 
be used (Rashi). 


HALAKHA 


Second-tithe produce that became ritually impure - 
sabaw IW Wyn: Ritually impure second-tithe produce 
may be redeemed, even in Jerusalem. The fruits pur- 
chased with its redemption money must be eaten in 
a state of ritual purity, like second-tithe produce itself 
(Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 3:3). 
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I would then think this comparison excludes wheat and barley, 
which are from a species that are brought as first fruits" and should 
therefore not be used for the mitzva of matza. Therefore, the verse 
states: “Matzot,” “matzot” (Deuteronomy 16:3, 8) to amplify and 
teach that any matza is acceptable for this mitzva. The Gemara asks: 
If the repetition of matzot matzot comes to amplify this halakha that 
any matza is fit for Passover use, it should also include matza prepared 
from first-fruit wheat. The Gemara answers: This is indeed true, and 
Rabbi Akiva retracted his statement. He too derives the halakha from 
the verse: “In all of your habitations.’ 


As it was taught in a baraita: I might have thought that a person can 
fulfill his obligation with matza from first fruit; therefore the verse 

states: “In all of your habitations you shall eat matzot” (Exodus 

12:20). The verse indicates that one can fulfill his obligation with 

matza that may be eaten in all habitations. It excludes first fruits, 
which may not be eaten in all habitations, but only in Jerusalem. I 
might have thought that I should also exclude second-tithe produce 

as fit for matza; therefore the verse states: “Matzot,’ “matzot.’ As 

stated above, this repetition serves to amplify, and it includes second 

tithe in the materials that may be used in the preparation of matza. 


The Gemara asks: And what did you see that led you to include 

second-tithe produce due to the words matzot matzot but to exclude 

first fruits? The Gemara explains: I include the second tithe, which 

has a means by which it may be permitted to be eaten in all habita- 
tions, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, as will be 

explained. And I exclude first fruits, which do not have, under any 
circumstances, a manner by which it is permitted to eat them in all 

habitations. 


The Gemara explains: As Rabbi Eliezer said: From where is it de- 
rived with regard to second-tithe produce that became ritually 
impure," that one may redeem it even in Jerusalem? Second-tithe 
produce that has been redeemed may be removed from the city. The 
verse states: “And if the way is too long for you, so that you are not 
able to carry it [seeto], because the place is too far from you, which 
the Lord your God shall choose to set His name there, when the Lord 
your God shall bless you” (Deuteronomy 14:24). 


And it is derived by means ofa verbal analogy that this carrying [seet] 
is nothing other than eating," as it is stated: “And portions [masot] 
were taken to them from before him” (Genesis 43:34). In light of 
this parallel language, the Gemara understands the phrase “so that you 
are not able se’eto” to mean: So that you are not able to eat it. Like 
second-tithe produce that has not yet been taken into Jerusalem, 
second-tithe produce in the capital that cannot be eaten due to ritual 
impurity can be redeemed and taken out of the city. Consequently, 
second tithe can indeed be considered food that may be eaten “in all 
of your habitations.” 


The Gemara applies this discussion to the issue at hand: Who did 
you hear that said: One can fulfill his obligation to eat matza with 
second tithe? It is the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, and yet he excludes 
first fruits due to the expression: “In all of your habitations.” Learn 
from this that Rabbi Akiva retracted his opinion and accepted 
Rabbi Yosei HaGelili’s derivation. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, why does he learn this 
halakha from the phrase: “In all of your habitations”? Let him derive 
it from the phrase: Lehem oni (Deuteronomy 16:3). Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili derives from this expression that matza must be prepared 
from produce that can be eaten in a state of acute mourning; that 
excludes this second tithe, which may be eaten only in a state of joy. 
This exposition should apply to first fruits as well, as they must also 
be eaten in a state of joy. 
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Boiled [halut] - vbn: The commentaries provide several expla- 
nations of the term halut, as well as for the reason this process 
invalidates matza for the mitzva. Some say that it refers to matza 
placed in boiling honey or oil, which is disqualified as matza ashira, 
enhanced matza (Rav Hai Gaon; Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin 
HaRofeh; Rabbeinu Efrayim; Ramban; Mikhtam). Others claim that 
even placing matza in boiling water invalidates it, as this renders it a 
kind of delicacy (Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi in the Ba'al HaMaor, Ra‘avad; 
Rashi possibly agrees as well). Yet others suggest that halut refers 
to dough boiled in water. It cannot be used as matza as it was not 
baked, and is therefore not classified as bread (Rabbeinu Yehonatan; 


see the Ba'al HaMaor). 


The Gemara explains: Rabbi Yosei HaGelili maintains in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who says that an acute mourner 
may eat first fruits. As it was taught in a baraita: First fruits are prohib- 
ited to an acute mourner," and Rabbi Shimon permits an acute 
mourner to eat first fruits. 


The Gemara explains this dispute: What is the reason for the Rabbis’ 
opinion, which maintains that an acute mourner may not eat first fruits? 
As it is written: “You may not eat within your gates the tithe of your 
corn, or of your wine, or of your oil, or the firstlings of your herd or of 
your flock, nor any of your vows which you vow, nor your free-will of- 
ferings, nor the offering of your hand” (Deuteronomy 12:17). And the 
Master said: “The offering of your hand,’ these are first fruits, as this 
verse compares first fruits to the second tithe: Just as the second tithe 
is prohibited to an acute mourner," as stated explicitly in the Torah, 
so too are first fruits prohibited to an acute mourner. 


And Rabbi Shimon says in response to this contention: First fruits are 
called teruma by the Merciful One and therefore their status is like 
that of teruma: Just as teruma is permitted to an acute mourner, so 
too first fruits are permitted to an acute mourner. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Shimon, although he does not accept 

this juxtaposition of first fruits and second tithe, in any case the word 

joy is written with regard to first fruits, as it is written: “And you shall 

rejoice in all the good that the Lord has given you and your household” 
(Deuteronomy 26:11). In light of this, how can Rabbi Shimon permit an 

acute mourner to eat first fruits? 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Shimon does not learn from that verse that 
one must eat first fruits while he is personally happy; rather, it comes 
to teach us that first fruits should be eaten during the period of rejoic- 
ing. As we learned in a mishna: From Shevuot until Sukkot, one brings 
first fruits and recites the prayers of thanks to God that appear in the 
Torah. From Sukkot until Hanukkah one may bring first fruits, but he 
does not recite the portion from the Torah." This mishna states that 
the ideal time for bringing first fruits to the Temple is during the joyous 
harvest season, from which it may be inferred that this verse is not refer- 
ring to personal joy of the one bringing the first fruits, but rather to the 
period of communal joy. 


The Sages taught that the phrase poor man’s bread [lehem oni] ex- 
cludes matza that was boiled [halut]" in hot water after it was baked, 
which is considered to be a relative delicacy; and this expression also 
excludes matza that was baked as a large cake [ashisha]." I might have 
thought that a person fulfills his obligation to eat matza only with 
coarse [hadra‘a]‘ bread;" therefore, the verse states: “Matzot,’ “mat- 
zot; which serves to amplify and include matza prepared with fine- 
grade flour. And in fact, one could fulfill his obligation even with mat- 
zot like those of King Solomon, which were prepared from the finest 
sifted flour." If so, what is the meaning when the verse states: “Poor 
man’s bread”? This phrase comes to exclude boiled matza and large 
cakes," but it does not exclude matza prepared from refined flour. 


NOTES 


Ashisha — mwrers: Some commentaries say that this is dough 
prepared with oil and honey (Ba‘al HaMaor, Rabbeinu Yehonatan), 
while others claim it is a very large matza that has the appearance 
of a significant dish, i.e., one that would not be eaten by paupers 
(Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh). 


Coarse [hadra‘a] bread — A177: Everyone agrees that this refers 
to bread prepared from poor-quality flour. Some commentaries 
claim that hadra‘a is derived from dara, which means worm, and 
refers to bread prepared from wheat that has been destroyed by 
worms (Maharam Halawa, citing Rambam; others). Other suggest 
that the root is hadar, meaning beautiful, a euphemism for inferior 
bread (Mikhtam). 


HALAKHA 
First fruits for an acute mourner — pir DA: It is 
prohibited for an acute mourner to eat first fruits, and 
one who does so is punished with lashes for rebel- 
liousness, as he has violated a rabbinic prohibition 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 3:6). 


Second tithe for an acute mourner — pind wy: 
As stated in the Torah, an acute mourner may not eat 
second-tithe produce (Rambam Sefer Zeraiim, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aser Sheni 3:5). 


The time for bringing first fruits - D23 pat: One 
who brings first fruits to the Temple between Sha- 
vuot and Sukkot recites the prayers of thanks to God 
stated in the Torah. If he brings his first fruits between 
Sukkot and Hanukkah, they are still accepted but he 
does not recite these prayers (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, 
Hilkhot Bikkurim 4:13). 


Matza prepared from fine sifted flour - mbio nyn: 
One may bake matza with even the finest of sift- 
ed flour, as matza made with this type of flour is 
still called poor man’s bread (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 454:3). 


Boiled matza [halut] and large cakes — vibn 
møy: Matza that was prepared via a process 
of halita, by mixing boiling water and flour before 
kneading, may not be used to fulfill one’s obligation 
to eat matza on Passover. Nowadays, we are unfamil- 
iar with the different types of halita, and therefore 
this method is avoided altogether, even for matza 
that will not be used to fulfill the mitzva (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 454:3). 


LANGUAGE 
Coarse [hadra‘a] — m1: According to the Arukh's 
version of the text, this word is derived from the 
Latin horedeum, barley. In other words, this bread 
was considered low quality because it consisted of 
barley, as opposed to fine bread, which was prepared 
from wheat. 
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HALAKHA 


Thick bread - 7a% na: One should not bake matza a hand- 
breadth thick during Passover ab initio (Rabbeinu Yeruham, 
based on the Gemara here). However, if one did so it is permit- 
ted to eat this matza after the fact (Magen Avraham; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 460:5). 


A large quantity of bread on a Festival — ana fara n3: One 
may bake an ovenful of bread on a Festival, even if he does 
not need it all on the Festival itself, However, this leniency ap- 
plies only to small ovens, where the bread was pasted against 
the inner walls and baked, not to larger ovens. With regard 
to larger ovens, one may prepare only as much bread as he 
plans to eat during the Festival itself (Beit Yosef, Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 507:6). 


NOTES 


Shewbread - 057 ond: The Torah (Leviticus 24:5-9) de- 
scribes the offering of the twelve loaves of shewbread that 
were placed on the sacred table in the Sanctuary each Shab- 
bat. The bread of the previous week was divided among the 
priests and consumed by them. The shewbread was unleav- 
ened and placed on the table in two arrangements of six 
oaves each. Two bowls of frankincense were placed between 
hem, or on top of them, according to some opinions. 


A large quantity of bread - nan na: Some commentaries 
explain that Beit Shammai are “concerned that some of the 
bread will be left over after the Festival, and it will therefore 
be considered as though one baked bread on a Festival for 
ater use. Conversely, Beit Hillel claim that although one does 
not need all the bread, it will bake better if the oven is full 
(Rabbi Yehonatan; Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh; 
Nimmukei Yosef). 
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The Gemara asks: From where may it be inferred that ashisha 

is an expression that indicates importance? As it is written 

with regard to King David’s celebration after he brought the Ark 
of the Covenant to Jerusalem: “And he dealt among all the 

people, among the whole multitude of Israel, both to men 

and women, to every one a cake of bread, and an eshpar, and 

an ashisha, and all the people departed, every one to his house” 
(11 Samuel 6:19). 


And Rav Hanan bar Abba said: The word eshpar refers to a 
portion of meat equivalent to one-sixth of an ox, and the word 
ashisha refers to a cake prepared from one-sixth of an eipha of 
flour. And this interpretation disputes the opinion of Shmuel, 
as Shmuel said: Ashisha means a jug of wine, as it is written: 
“And those who love the jug [ashishei] of grapes” (Hosea 3:1). 


The Sages taught: One may not bake thick bread on the Fes- 
tival, on Passover, as it might be leavened before it has a chance 
to bake; this is the statement of Beit Shammai. 


And Beit Hillel permit one to bake bread in this manner. The 
Gemara asks: And how much thickness is required for the 
matza to be considered thick bread?" Rav Huna said: This 
category includes matza that is a handbreadth thick. The proof 
is as we found by the shewbread," which could not be leavened 
and which was a handbreadth thick. 


Rav Yosef strongly objects to this explanation: If the Sages 
said that it is permitted to bake bread a handbreadth thick for 
the shewbread, which was prepared by diligent priests who 
ensured that the dough did not become leavened, will they say 
the same with regard to other people who are not as diligent? 
Furthermore, if they said this with regard to well-kneaded 
bread, will they say the same with regard to bread that is not 
well kneaded? 


Rav Yosef continues: Ifthey said that bread a handbreadth thick 
is permitted in a case where the bread was cooked with dry 
wood, which was brought to the Temple during the dry summer 
months, as the heat generated from this type of wood would 
cause the bread to cook quickly before it leavened, will they say 
the same with regard to ordinary people who cook with moist 
wood? If they said this with regard to a hot oven in the Temple, 
will they also say it is permitted with regard to a cool oven? 
Finally, if they said so with regard to the shewbread, which was 
baked in a metal oven that could be heated quickly, will they 
say the same with regard to a clay oven? Clearly, these two 
cases are different, and no comparison can be drawn between 
the shewbread and ordinary matza. 


Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba said: I asked my special Rabbi, and 
who is this? Rav. Some say that Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba said 
that Rav said: I asked my special Rabbi, and who is this? Our 
holy Rabbi, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: What is the meaning of the 
expression: Pat ava? He explained that it means: A large quan- 
tity of bread," a large batch of dough prepared in one session. 
And why did they call it: Pat ava, thick bread? It is referred to 
by this name due to the fact that it requires a large amount of 
kneading. And if you wish, say instead that in the place where 
this tanna lived, a large quantity of bread was simply called 
pat ava, thick bread. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


KOYO MD NPT OWA N PRIVY NA 
Di bran: IDII NYP NA- Pay NDT 
ma aiv 


nos bW aiv oa KAA xT 2102 37 PX 
PIS DUNN KAY NS ITAI IA NP 
pong dyn rea aw Dia May na paix 


MTA Tepe NDS py? pa wy 
AARP 9 by as DSI PPAT ppm 
NAKD PPAT ppp PYY prs 
DNY PA DIMI ew ovat 
PIAST PPID pry PI ng mm 290 
apy maw mene asi 35 nix ana 

mana 


mayan D972 Mv Wor :o7 WY 
PROX - ppw7 bs DaN: b TAY Pa 
P- Dima pD 


ma IN cae Pal mab Kax an 
ACA ONO DSS PPAYAT PPP 
PME pei PR” DEN nag Tp x 
Da bw xb oa 2d sox riba pasan 

ngs PRINTI TO Nes AWN DTS 


Sw xb avd agp von Nt KDY 
vay TON ote ba tp big sx pos 
PRY PCL PPP pas pp priy p? 

DIKDA pias ppp 


POMPONS POT PASIWT psy A 
mma yo ones -yaman mipan nym 
ay a Swi a7 To MDAT NbN MD 

DA bya Sw oby m 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this prohibition against pre- 
paring a large batch? If the reason is due to the unnecessary exertion 
that is required to knead a large amount of dough, which is an im- 
proper activity on a Festival, why discuss particularly the application 
of this halakha to Passover? The same halakha should apply also to 
other Festivals. 


The Gemara answers: Yes, it is indeed so; it is prohibited to prepare a 

large quantity of dough during any Festival. And while this tanna was 

referring to the festival of Passover, he incidentally mentioned a hala- 
kha that actually applies to other Festivals as well. The Gemara com- 
ments: That opinion was also taught in a baraita, which states that Beit 

Shammai say: One may not bake pat ava on a Festival, and Beit 

Hillel permit baking bread in this manner on a Festival. 


The Sages taught: One fulfills the obligation to eat matza on Passover 

with fine bread, with coarse bread, and after the fact with matza 

shaped in figures, although they said that one should not bake matza 

shaped in figures" on Passover ab initio. Rav Yehuda said that Baitos 

ben Zonin! asked the Sages about this matter: Why did the Sages say 
that one may not prepare matza shaped in figures on Passover ab ini- 
tio? They said to him: The reason is because a woman will tarry over 
it as she prepares the bread, so that she can form the figure before it is 

baked, and she will thereby cause it to become leavened. 


He said to them: It is possible for a woman to prepare this matza with 
amold, and she could set it immediately, without delaying the baking 
process. They said to him: People would fail to understand the distinc- 
tion, and they would say that all shaped matza is prohibited, and yet 
Baitos’ shaped matza" is permitted. Consequently, the Sages rejected 
this distinction, and prohibited all forms of matza shaped in figures on 
Passover. 


Rabbi Elazar bar Tzadok said: Once I followed my father, Rabbi 
Tzadok, into Rabban Gamliel’s home, and they brought before him 
matza shaped in figures on Passover. I said: Father, didn’t the Sages 
say that one may not prepare matza shaped in figures on Passover? 
He said to me: Myson, they did not say this prohibition for the matza 
of all ordinary people; rather, they said so in regard to the matza of 
bakers, who are under pressure to enhance the appearance of their 
products to in order to increase sales. The dough could leaven, since 
bakers might take too much time to ensure that the shape of their 
matza is exactly right. 


Some say that this is what Rabbi Tzadok said to his son: The Sages did 

not say that this practice is prohibited with regard to the matza of bak- 
ers, who are expert and efficient in their work and will do it quickly, but 

rather this prohibition applies to the matza of all ordinary people. 
According to both version of this exchange, it is permitted to eat this 

matza after the fact. Rabbi Yosei said: One may prepare matzot shaped 

as thin wafers, but one may not prepare matzot shaped as thick loaves, 
as the latter is more likely to be leavened. 


The Sages taught: Sponge-like cakes, honey cakes, spiced cakes 
[eskeritin],' pan-fried bread [hallat hamasret]," and bread prepared 
from a mixture of permitted grain and teruma," their owners are all 
exempt from halla. The Gemara clarifies these obscure terms. What is 
pan-fried bread? Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: This is boiled bread 
baked by ordinary homeowners in a deep frying pan. 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 

Matza shaped in figures — pyrxat ppp: 
One may not prepare matza shaped in figures 
on Passover. This halakha applies whether the 
shapes are formed by a mold or prepared by 
bakers, as we do not rely on the leniencies 
stated in the Gemara, in accordance with 
the statement of the Sages. The custom is to 
poke small holes in the matzot, which are not 
added to create a form, but rather to prevent 
the matza from becoming leavened. After the 
fact, if one shaped matza into a figure and it 
was not leavened in the process, it may even 
be used to fulfill one’s obligation to eat matza 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 460:4). 


LANGUAGE 
Baitos ben Zonin — pit ja Dina: Baitos is 
the Greek name Bonĝóç, Boéthus, meaning 
helper or aide, and may be a translation of the 
Hebrew name Ezra. Zonin is the Greek name 
Zyvwv, Zeno. 


Spiced cakes [eskeritin] — ppp: Appar- 


ently from the Greek éoyapitns, escharites, a 
type of bread baked over the fire. 


Baitos’ shaped matza — Dina 1%: This halakha is based 
on the well-known principle that the Sages did not dis- 
tinguish between particular cases in the application of 
their decrees. The Sages regularly included in their de- 
crees activities that could be reasonably viewed as ex- 
ceptions, in order to maintain the overall effectiveness of 
the decree. 


Pan-fried bread [hallat hamasret] — npan nbn: Some 
commentaries associate masret, which is written with the 
letter samekh, with the term masret, which is written with 


a sin. Masret with the letter sin means a frying pan, as in 
i! Samuel 13:9. Consequently, hallat masret means bread 
prepared in a frying pan (Mikhtam). However, others claim 
that this bread was prepared by being boiled before it was 
baked (Arukh). 


Mixture of permitted grain and teruma — yrayait: According 


to most commentaries, this refers to dough prepared from non- 


sacred grain into which teruma fell. However, it is unclear who is 
eating this bread. It is presumably prohibited for an Israelite to 
eat it, due to the teruma it contains, while priests would not be 


required to separate halla from this mixture, as they are permit- 
ted to eat halla. Consequently, some commentaries explain that 
this phrase refers to a case where an Israelite unwittingly ate 
most of this mixture of teruma, or a case where a small quantity 
of teruma fell into the dough and was nullified by the far larger 
amount of non-consecrated dough. Yet others suggest that 
the dough actually belongs to a priest and claim that priests 
are also required to separate halla, despite the fact that the 
may eat it afterward. This is similar to the halakha that even 
priest may not eat untithed produce until he has separated i 
teruma and tithes (Meri). 
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LANGUAGE 


Pot-boiled stew [ilpas] - Dao: From the Greek Aon, 


lopas, referring to a large vessel used for cooking, eating, 
and drinking. 


Greek lopas 
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Halla from pot-boiled bread - mbna Dapy wyn: Dough 
baked in a pot is subject to the obligation of halla, even though 


the bread has not been prepared in an oven (Shulhan Arukh, 


Yoreh De'a 329:8). 
Half-baked matza - x37 %13: One can fulfill his obligation to 
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HALAKHA 


Reish Lakish said: These dishes are pot-boiled stew [ilpas],' not 
bread. Since this food is prepared in a pot and not in an oven, it has 
been boiled rather than baked, and its owner is therefore exempt 
from halla. And Rabbi Yohanan said: Even the owner of bread 
prepared like a pot-boiled stew" is obligated in halla, but the own- 
ers of these pan-fried breads and the other baked goods listed are 
exempt, as these breads were baked in the sun. Since they were not 
baked over a fire, they are not classified as bread with regard to the 
mitzva of halla. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the statement of Rabbi Shimon 

ben Lakish statement from a baraita: With regard to sponge-cakes, 
honey cakes, or spiced cakes, if one prepared them in a pot, he is 

obligated to separate halla. However, ifhe prepared them in the sun, 
he is exempt from this mitzva. This is a conclusive refutation of 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish. Ulla said: Rabbi Shi- 
mon ben Lakish could have said to you: With what are we dealing 

here? We are dealing with a case where one heated the pot over the 

fire and afterward pasted the dough to the sides of the hot pot. This 

is considered like baking in an oven, and one is therefore obligated 

to separate halla from the dough. 


The Gemara asks: However, if one pasted the dough to the sides of 
the pot and afterward heated it, what is the halakha? So too, you 
will say that is he is exempt from the mitzva of halla? If so, rather 
than teach in the latter clause of that baraita that the owner of the 
bread is exempt ifit was baked in the sun, let the tanna distinguish 
and teach this halakha within the presentation of this case itself: 
In what case is this statement, that one who prepares this bread in 
a pot is obligated to separate halla, said? For example, when one 
heated the pot and afterward pasted the bread to its sides; but if 
he placed the bread in the pot and then boiled it, he is exempt. 
Why didn’t the baraita formulate the halakha in this manner? 


The Gemara answers: The text of the baraita is incomplete and is 
teaching the following: In what case is this statement said? In a 
case where one heated the pot and afterward pasted the bread to 
its sides. However, if one placed the bread inside the pot and after- 
ward boiled it, it is considered as though it had been cooked in 
the sun, and he is exempt from separating halla. 


Come and hear a difficulty from a baraita: One can fulfill the obli- 
gation to eat matza with half-baked matza" and pot-boiled matza.” 
Apparently, dough baked in a pot is classified as bread. The Gemara 
answers: Here too, the baraita is referring to a case where one 
heated the pot like an oven, and afterward he pasted the dough to 
the sides of the pot. 


The Gemara asks: What is half-baked matza? Rav Yehuda said 
that Shmuel said: This refers to any matza that is sufficiently baked 
so that when it is broken no strands of dough emerge from its 
sides. Rava said: And likewise the loaves of the thanks-offering 
may be used if they have been baked to this extent. The Gemara asks: 
It is obvious that this is the case, as here, with regard to matza, 

“bread” is written, and there, with regard to the loaves of the 
thanks-offering, “bread” is also written (Leviticus 7:13). Since both 
loaves are called bread, it is obvious that the same criteria should 
apply to both cases. 


The Gemara rejects this assertion: This statement is necessary, lest 
you say the following: Since it is written with regard to a thanks- 
offering: “And he shall present from it 


eat matza with matza that has been baked to the extent that 
no strands of dough emerge from it when it is broken, as stated 


in the baraita and explained by the Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, 


Orah Hayyim 461:3). 


Pot-boiled matza - psa mwyn myn: One can fulfill the 


obligation to eat matza with matza that was prepared by heat- 
ing a pot and pasting dough to its sides. Some authorities say it 
is forbidden to use this matza if one first pasted the dough and 
afterward heated the pot (Rav Amram Gaon). One should there- 
fore avoid preparing matza in this manner ab initio (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 461:2). 


Perek II 
Daf 37 Amud b 


bio thw - ame” 12yp ban any 
KPAI NDT IKA NOM DNA 
J ynwn 


PW MAY MA ADYAT IPMA 
ma ona panna boa ma 
pris bba ma PTa Naw 
DIT IPR TDYAT MPY 
poyan ran byw nop - npyan 

mp "33 byw puban- nna 


DWA vie DP ata bey 937 
m ab 1X) aah mh) mt wax 


AN DTN OSM) aon: m 


VOS - DPR NUY 7 TIT 
2m- ana 


IRA DVT KIW KD NAD KA) 
Tore TNT 11 ax 2d KIW 
KODNI TATI IA Por ww 
ia nob Mb ya ywi 
t mwv on ram st Apion 

imeb 


TDN DAN DAMEA N 
MOS - DIDNI pseyy mt Ms) 
ppi 377 NAINA nN -nana 
SOUT OT MAT JM 37 To VON 
pan: nom ny KP bis» 

rony ath abn- mona 


KON ond pre aix TNT 929 
KID I TTY 21 AZ NDKI 
babs. nwyn - wb KPN IKAD 
TY AID NAP NIN AMPA KDK 
3p IPM ay PIN DPN 

PTOS DPN TYN 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


one out of each offering for a gift to the Lord; it shall belong to 
the priest who sprinkles the blood of the peace-offerings” (Le- 
viticus 7:14), and the word “one” indicates that it must be a whole 
loaf, i.e., that one should not take a broken piece," and here the 
bread has not been properly baked, it might therefore have been 
thought that it is considered as though it were broken. Conse- 
quently, the baraita teaches us that this is nevertheless classified 
as bread. 


The Gemara raises an objection: With regard to me’isa, dough 

that was boiled in water, Beit Shammai exempt one from separat- 
ing halla, and Beit Hillel obligate one to do so. As for dough that 

has undergone the process of halita, Beit Shammai obligate one 

to separate halla from it, and Beit Hillel exempt. The Gemara 

asks: What is me’isa and what is halita?" The Gemara explains: 

Me’isa is dough prepared by pouring flour on boiling water 

[muglashin],. whereas halita is formed by pouring boiling water 

on flour." 


Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, said in the name of his 
father: From both this, me’isa, and that, halita, one is exempt 
from separating halla. And some say that he said: With regard to 
both this and that, one is obligated to separate halla. And the 
Rabbis say: With regard to both this and that, if one prepared 
them in a pot, he is exempt from the mitzva of halla; however, if 
he prepared the bread in an oven, he is obligated to separate halla. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the first tanna, who taught 
that Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel disagree with regard to these 
two cases, what is different about me’isa and what is different 
about halita? Why do Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel reverse their 
opinions with regard to these types of bread? Rav Yehuda said 
that Shmuel said, and likewise Rabbi Yehuda said, and some 
say it was Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi who said: As is the dispute 
with regard to this type of bread, so is the dispute with regard 
to that one; i.e., Beit Hillel are either lenient or stringent in both 
cases. And the variation in the baraita is due to a break" in its text, 
which is actually a combination of two sources, because he who 
taught this baraita did not teach that one, as the two statements 
were taught by different Sages. 


The Gemara now states the objection: In any event, the baraita 

is teaching that the Rabbis say: With regard to both this and that, 
me’isa and halita, if one prepared them ina pot he is exempt from 

the mitzva of halla, but ifhe prepared them in an oven he is obli- 
gated to separate halla. This is apparently a conclusive refutation 

of Rabbi Yohanan, who claims that one is obligated to separate 

halla from bread cooked in a pot. The Gemara answers: Rabbi 
Yohanan could have said to you: It is a dispute between tanna’im, 
as it was taught in a baraita: I might have thought that one is 

obligated to separate halla from me’isa and haluta; therefore the 

verse states “bread” to inform us that this is not the case. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: Bread is nothing other than that which is 
baked in an oven. The Gemara asks: The opinion of Rabbi Ye- 
huda is the same as that of the first tanna. Rather, is it not the 
case that the practical difference between them is in the case of 
bread prepared as pot-boiled stew? The first tanna maintains 
that one is obligated to separate halla from bread prepared as 
pot-boiled stew, unlike bread prepared by me’isa and halita. And 
Rabbi Yehuda maintains: Similar to me’isa and halita, one is ex- 
empt from separating halla from bread prepared as pot-boiled 
stew, as it was not baked in an oven. 


HALAKHA 


Loaves of a thanks-offering to a priest — ish mgin ond: A 
thanks-offering includes forty loaves, ten loaves of four dif- 
ferent types. Since the priests take a tenth of each type, each 
receives a full loaf without breaking the loaves. However, if 
one brought only four loaves, one of each type, the priest’s 
portion must be separated before the bread is baked, while 
it is still dough, as one may not break apart a portion of a 
loaf (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 9:22). 


Boiled dough - abn my: One must separate halla from 
dough whether the flour was poured on the water or the wa- 
ter was poured on the flour. This ruling is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan and with the second version 
of Rabbi Yosei’s opinion cited in the baraita (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 329:8). 


—— NOTES 

Me'isa and halita - mdm moya: See Tosafot. Other com- 
mentaries note that one might have thought there is a dif- 
ference between flour poured on water, in which case the 
water is in a primary vessel straight from the pot on the fire, 
and between hot water poured on flour, as this water is no 
longer in a primary vessel but has begun to cool (Tosefot Rid). 


Boiling water [muglashin] - pwy: The Arukh cites a version 
of the text that reads: Mei gelashim, i.e., gelashim water. Gelas- 
him means boiling, presumably so called because it bubbles 
over [golesh] the edge of the pot. Other commentaries sug- 
gest that muglashin is derived from the Aramaic root gelosh, 
meaning bald, as scalding water will cause hair to fall off the 
skin. A proof for this interpretation is the Aramaic translation 
of the word gibbe‘ah, bald, in the Torah (Leviticus 13:41) as 
gelosh (Ra‘avad). 


Break — Jan: This word indicates that the quoted baraita is 
not a single unit. Instead it should be divided, as it contains 
statements taught by different Sages. Rabbeinu Hananel ex- 
plains that this is an expression of an oath, and it serves to 
emphasize that the two statements are unrelated. 
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NOTES 

If one pasted bread inside a pot and lit a torch 
opposite it - iD MAIX DIDI PITI: Some 
commentaries explain that this question is refer- 
ring to a pot (see Tosafot). The statement that this 
is performed by most poor people does not mean 
that paupers bake bread in a pot in this fashion, 
but rather that they heat ovens in this manner, and 
therefore the same halakha should apply if one 
heats a pot in this way (Tosefot Rid). 


HALAKHA 


Halla from dough of second-tithe produce - abn 
wn np wi: One is obligated to separate halla from 
dough of the second tithe in Jerusalem (Rambam 
Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 6:4). 


Perek II 
Daf 38 Amuda 


HALAKHA 
Matzot of second-tithe produce - wy bw nisn 
w: One can fulfill his obligation to eat matza on the 
first night of Passover with second-tithe produce if 
he is in Jerusalem, in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz 
UMatza 6:8). 


A citron of second-tithe produce - sey ain 
2: One should avoid using a second-tithe citron to 
fulfill his obligation to take the four species ab initio, 
as he may render it susceptible to ritual impurity. 
However, one who did so has fulfilled his obligation 
after the fact, in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shofar 
VeSukka VeLulav 8:2). 
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Second-tithe produce, in accordance with the statement 
of Rabbi Meir - Y2 937 nad n Wy: Both the Rabbis and 
Rabbi Meir agree that one is required to bring second-tithe 
produce to Jerusalem, or if this is difficult, he should redeem 
it for money and take this money to Jerusalem. After reach- 
ing Jerusalem, the owner must eat the second-tithe produce 
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The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No, it is possible to say that 
everyone agrees that the owner of bread prepared as pot-boiled 
stew is exempt from halla, and here they disagree with regard to a 
case where one subsequently baked it in the oven. The first tanna 
maintains that since one subsequently baked it in the oven, it is 
called bread, and one must separate halla from it. And Rabbi Ye- 
huda maintains that bread is nothing other than that which is 
initially baked in an oven, and since this food was not initially 
baked in an oven, it is not classified as bread. 


Rava said: What is the reason of Rabbi Yehuda? As it is written: 

“And ten women shall bake your bread in one oven” (Leviticus 
26:26). Rava learns from this verse that bread baked in one oven is 
called bread, and that which is not baked in one oven, but rather 
in several different vessels, is not called bread. 


Rabba and Rav Yosef sat behind Rabbi Zeira and Rabbi Zeira sat 
before Ulla to hear him teach Torah. Rabba said to Rabbi Zeira: 
Raise the following dilemma of Ulla: If one pasted bread inside a 
pot and heated it from the outside, what is the halakha? Is one 
obligated to separate halla from this bread? He said to him: Why 
should I say this question to Ulla? For if I say this to him, he will 
say to me: What is the halakha with regard to bread prepared as 
pot-boiled stew? In other words, he will reply that my question is 
effectively the same as that well-known case. 


Rav Yosef further said to Rabbi Zeira: Raise the following di- 
lemma of Ulla: If one pasted bread inside a pot and lit a torch 
opposite it,” what is the halakha? He again said to him: Why 
should I say this question to Ulla? As if I say this to him, he will 
say to me: The majority of poor people do this when they use a 
pot for cooking, and therefore this too should be considered the 
same as bread prepared like pot-boiled stew. 


Rav Asi said: With regard to dough of second-tithe produce, in 
accordance with the statement of Rabbi Meir, one is exempt from 
separating halla from it. The reason is that Rabbi Meir considers 
second tithe to be consecrated property, which means that although 
its owner is entitled to use this produce, it does not in fact belong 
to him. By contrast, in accordance with the statement of the Rab- 
bis, who maintain that second-tithe produce is the property of its 
owner, one is obligated to separate halla from it." 


With regard to matzot of second-tithe produce:" In accordance 
with the statement of Rabbi Meir, a person cannot fulfill his 
obligation to eat matza on the first night of Passover with this 
matza. Rabbi Meir considers it consecrated property, and one 
must eat matza that belongs to him, not consecrated property. In 
accordance with the statement of the Rabbis, one can fulfill his 
obligation with this type of matza on the first night of Passover. 


The same dispute applies to a citron of second-tithe produce:" In 
accordance with the statement of Rabbi Meir," one cannot fulfill 
his obligation to take the four species on the first day of the festival 
of Sukkot with this citron. In accordance with the statement of the 
Rabbis, a person can use this citron to fulfill his obligation on the 
first day of the festival of Sukkot. 


or food purchased with the second-tithe money. Neverthe- 
less, the Rabbis and Rabbi Meir disagree as to whether this 
second-tithe produce is considered the property of its owner. 
According to the Rabbis, despite the fact that the Torah im- 
posed certain limitations with regard to the place where it 
may be eaten, second-tithe produce is in the legal possession 


of its owner. Conversely, Rabbi Meir maintains that the status 
of second-tithe produce is that of consecrated property, and 
the Torah permits the owner to consume this offering only 
in Jerusalem. This dispute is the basis for the different opin- 
ions with regard to using second tithe for purposes other than 
ordinary consumption. 
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Rav Pappa strongly objects to this statement: Granted, one must separate 
halla from this dough, as it is written: “Of the first of your dough you shall 


give to the Lord a portion [halla] for a gift throughout your generations” 


(Numbers 15:21). This verse can be read in a very precise manner, so that the 
expression “your dough” indicates that halla is separated only from dough 
that belongs to you. 


With regard to a citron too, a similar conclusion can be drawn, as it is writ- 
ten: “And you shall take for yourselves on the first day a fruit of goodly 
trees, branches of palm trees, and boughs of thick trees and willows of the 
brook” (Leviticus 23:40). Here too, the expression “for yourselves” indi- 
cates that what you take must belong to you. However, with regard to 
matza, is it written that you must use your own matza? Since there is no 
such requirement, it stands to reason that even consecrated matza is valid 
for this mitzva. 


Rava said, and some say Rav Yeimar bar Shelamya said: This principle can 
be derived by means of a verbal analogy between “bread” and “bread.” It 
is written here, with regard to matza: “Poor man’s bread” (Deuteronomy 
16:3), and it is written there, with regard to halla: “And it shall be that when 
you eat of the bread of the land, you shall set apart a portion for a gift to 
the Lord” (Numbers 15:19). Just as there, in the case of halla, it must be 
separated only from food that belongs to you, so too here, with regard to 
matza, it must be prepared only from produce that belongs to you. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the following baraita supports Rav 
Asi: With regard to dough of second-tithe produce, one is exempt from 
separating halla from it; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. And the Rab- 
bis say: One is obligated in this mitzva. Since this is a conclusive proof, the 
Gemara expresses surprise at the formulation: Let us say that it supports 
him. This statement is identical to that one; i.e., the ruling of the baraita is 
identical to Rav Asi’s opinion. 


The Gemara explains: This is what the statement: Let us say, is saying: Let 
us say from the fact that they disagree with regard to dough, so too, they 
disagree with regard to these other issues. Or perhaps it is different there, 
with regard to halla, as it is written: “Your dough,” “your dough,’ twice. 
This repetition might indicate that the mitzva of halla applies only to one 
who maintains full ownership of the dough. Although Rabbi Meir contends 
that one need not separate halla from second-tithe produce, he does not 
necessarily issue a similar ruling with regard to matza ora citron, as there is 
no explicit proof to this effect. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish raised a dilemma: What is the halakha with 
regard to the possibility that a person can fulfill his obligation to eat matza 
with halla separated from second-tithe dough in Jerusalem? The Gemara 
clarifies this dilemma: In accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili, do not raise this dilemma. Rabbi Yosei HaGelili maintains that 
one can fulfill his obligation to eat matza only with food that may be eaten 
in a state of acute mourning. The Gemara explains why the dilemma does 
not arise according to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili: Now that it has 
been mentioned that one cannot fulfill his obligation with the non-sacred 
portion of second-tithe produce, i.e., with that which was not sanctified 
as halla, is it necessary to mention that one cannot fulfill his obligation 
with its halla? When you raise the dilemma, it is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva. 


The Gemara explains: Unlike Rabbi Yosei, Rabbi Akiva does not interpret 
the phrase “poor man’s bread [lehem oni]” as though it were written with an 
alef, which indicates that it is referring to the bread of acute mourning 
[aninut], i.e., the period of mourning on the day of the death of a close rela- 
tive. Consequently, the following dilemma arises: It can be suggested that 
it is with the non-sacred portion of the second-tithe produce that one can 
fulfill his obligation, for ifthe produce becomes ritually impure it can be 
permitted to be eaten in any habitation in Israel after it has been redeemed. 
Rabbi Akiva agrees that any food that can be eaten in an unrestricted manner 
in certain circumstances can also be used for the obligation to eat matza. 
However, with regard to halla, which, if becomes ritually impure, cannot 
be permitted to be eaten in any habitation, but goes, i.e., it is slated for 
burning, this halla cannot be used to fulfill one’s obligation. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


nbp: PEREK 11-384 187 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 


Since — boi: This term, since, is used as an abbreviated head- 
ing for a halakhic rationale. Certain Sages apply this type of 
reasoning broadly, whereas others limit or reject its applica- 
tion. The idea is that since a given prohibition does not apply 
absolutely, as there are potential situations in which it does 
not take effect, the prohibition can be considered limited even 
when the prohibition would otherwise pertain. The question of 
two such claims, i.e., two since arguments, mentioned subse- 
quently in the Gemara, addresses the extent of this reasoning, 
as it can be claimed the rationale of since is limited to a single 
hypothetical scenario. 
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Or perhaps we say: Since," if one had not designated the pro- 
duce as halla and it had become ritually impure, it could be re- 
deemed and be permitted to be eaten in any habitation, and one 
could fulfill the obligation of matza with it, now too, one can 
fulfill his obligation with it, despite the fact that it has been des- 
ignated as halla. Since the sanctity is not inherent in the dough 
itself, it does not undermine its status as fit for matza. 


Some say a different version of this analysis: With regard to this 
case, certainly do not raise the dilemma, as here we certainly 
apply the principle of: Since, as stated above. In other words, there 
is no doubt that halla taken from second-tithe produce can be 
used for matza, as its sanctity is not inherent. Rather, when you 
raise the dilemma, it is with regard to halla that was purchased 
with second-tithe money, as this type of food can be ritually 
purified if it becomes ritually impure. 


And furthermore, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, 
do not raise this dilemma, since they say that it can be redeemed 

for a second time; this case is identical to the case of second-tithe 

produce itself. In this regard, the Rabbis do not distinguish be- 
tween the money with which the second tithe was redeemed and 

the second-tithe produce itself. Rather, when you raise the di- 
lemma, it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, 
who said that an object that was purchased with second-tithe 

money and that became ritually impure must be buried. 


As we learned in a mishna with regard to food that was purchased 
with second-tithe money that became ritually impure," this 
ritually impure food should be redeemed for money, with which 
one must purchase other food. Rabbi Yehuda says: It should be 
buried. Since this food was merely purchased with second-tithe 
money, it does not have the same degree of sanctity as the tithe 
itself. Therefore, its status as a second-tithe object cannot be trans- 
ferred to yet a third object. Consequently, ifit becomes impure, it 
cannot be redeemed for money but must be buried as an item for 
which there is no use. 


The Gemara clarifies the aforementioned dilemma: Do we say 
the following: Since, if it were not purchased with second-tithe 
money, and furthermore, since, if one had not designated it 
as halla and it became ritually impure, this produce would be 
permitted to be eaten in any habitation, one can therefore fulfill 
his obligation with it even after its status has changed by being 
purchased with second-tithe money and designated as halla? 


Or perhaps we say one of these logical arguments starting with: 
Since, but we do not say two arguments of: Since. If so, one can- 
not fulfill his obligation with matza of halla separated from second 

tithe. Rava said: It stands to reason that the category of tithe is 

a single designation. In other words, provided that the food is 

included in the general framework of second tithe, it can be used 

for matza, and this applies even to the halla separated from second 

tithe. 


We learned in the mishna that if one prepared the loaves of a 
thanks-offering or a nazirite’s wafers for himself, he cannot use 
them to fulfill his obligation to eat matza on Passover." The Ge- 
mara asks: From where are these matters derived? Rabba said: 
As the verse states: 


HALAKHA 


Food that was purchased with second-tithe money that 
became ritually impure - KAVY * Wy p23 mip: Fruit 
that was purchased with second-tithe money and that be- 
came ritually impure should be redeemed for money. With 
this money, one should purchase food that must be eaten 
in Jerusalem, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
(Rambam Sefer Zeraim, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 7:1-2). 


Matza prepared from the loaves of a thanks-offering - 7x7 
min nonin: If one prepared loaves for a thanks-offering or a 
nazirite’s wafers to bring with his own offering, he cannot use 
them to fulfill his obligation to eat matza. However, if one 
baked these loaves to sell in the market, he may use them to 
fulfill the obligation to eat matza (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 6:9). 
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“And you shall guard the matzot” (Exodus 12:17). This verse teach- 
es that one may use only matza that has been guarded from becom- 
ing leavened for the purpose of matza, i.e., with the intention of 
fulfilling one’s obligation of matza with it. This explanation excludes 

this matza, which was prepared for a nazirite or a thanks-offering 
and which was not guarded for the purpose of matza but for the 

purpose of a sacrifice. 


Rav Yosef said a different reason: One may not use matza prepared 
for a nazirite or a thanks-offering because the verse states: “Seven 
days you shall eat matzot” (Exodus 12:15), which indicates that one 
can fulfill his obligation only with matza that can be eaten for all 
seven days. This requirement excludes this matza, which is of na- 
zirite’s wafers or the loaves of a thanks-offering and which cannot 
be eaten for seven days," but only for one day and one night. 


The Gemara comments: It was taught in a baraita in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabba, and it was taught in a baraita in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rav Yosef. The Gemara elaborates: 
It was taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rabba: 
I might have thought that one can fulfill his obligation to eat 
matza with the loaves of a thanks-offering or a nazirite’s wafers; 
therefore, the verse states: “And you shall guard the matzot,’ in- 
dicating that one must use matza that has been guarded from be- 
coming leavened for the purpose of matza on Passover. This re- 
quirement excludes this matza, which was not guarded for the 
purpose of matza but for the purpose ofa sacrifice. 


It was taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Yosef: I might have thought that a person can fulfill his obligation 
to eat matza with the loaves of a thanks-offering or a nazirite’s 
wafers; therefore, the verse states: “Seven days you shall eat mat- 
zot; from which it is inferred that one must fulfill this obligation 
with matza that can be eaten for all seven days. This requirement 
excludes this matza, as it cannot be eaten for seven days but only 
for a day and a night. 


The Gemara asks a question of both opinions: And let him derive 
this halakha, that one cannot fulfill his obligation to eat matza with 
the loaves of a thanks-offering or a nazirite’s wafers, from the phrase 

“bread of affliction [lehem oni]” (Deuteronomy 16:3). According 
to Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, this phrase means: One can fulfill his ob- 
ligation to eat matza only with food that may be eaten in a state of 
acute mourning. This requirement excludes this matza, i.e., the 
loaves of the thanks-offering and the nazirite wafers, which is not 
eaten in a state of acute mourning but in a state of joy, as an acute 
mourner is prohibited from eating sacrificial foods. 


The Gemara answers: Rabba and Rav Yosef both maintain in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who said that since oni, 
meaning poverty, is written, the matza must be bread of poverty. 
According to Rabbi Akiva, this phrase does not teach the halakha 
pertaining to consumption by acute mourners. 


The Gemara asks another question: And let him derive this halakha, 
that one cannot fulfill his obligation to eat matza with the loaves of 
a thanks-offering or a nazirite’s wafers, from the fact that it is matza 
ashira, enhanced matza, as both the loaves of the thanks-offering 
and the nazirite’s wafers contain oil. Matza that contains ingredients 
besides flour and water is classified as matza ashira and cannot be 
used for the mitzva of eating matza on the first night of Passover. 


Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak said: This is an incorrect definition, as the 
total amount of oil in these loaves or wafers is only a quarter-log, 
and as this small amount of oil is divided between several loaves, 
it is nullified in the mixture. Consequently, the loaves of the thanks- 
offering and the nazirite’s wafers are not matza ashira. 


NOTES 


Matza that cannot be eaten for seven days — AyKw 7ga 
myaw) Tha% Some commentaries explain that this matza 
of a thanks- offering accompanied an offering that was actu- 
ally sacrificed. Once this animal was slaughtered, the matza 
could be eaten only for the remainder of that day and the 
following night. However, others contend that if the mishna 
were speaking about this type of matza, it would have drawn 
a distinction between matza for which an offering had been 
slaughtered, which cannot be used on Passover, and matza 
that had not been designated for an offering that was slaugh- 
tered, which may be used on the Festival. For this reason, it 
is more logical to explain the Gemara in accordance with 
Rashi’s explanation, that the offering was not yet slaughtered 
(Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz). 
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The Gemara again asks: And let him derive this halakha, that one 
cannot fulfill his obligation to eat matza with the loaves of a thanks- 
offering or a nazirite’s wafers from that fact that these types of bread 
cannot be eaten in every habitation. It was previously stated that 
the obligation to eat matza can be fulfilled only with food that can 
be eaten anywhere in Israel, whereas offerings may be eaten only in 
Jerusalem. 


Reish Lakish said: That is to say, the loaves of the thanks-offering 
and the nazirite’s wafers may be eaten in Nov and Givon." In other 
words, the omission of this reason indicates that offerings could have 
been sacrificed on the communal altars during the period when 
improvised altars were permitted, before the Temple was built. These 
offerings are not among those that can be sacrificed only: “In the 
place that the Lord shall choose” (Deuteronomy 12:5). This means 
that during that period the loaves of the thanks-offering and the na- 
zirite’s wafers could indeed have been eaten anywhere, as improvised 
altars were built in any place. Consequently, even after the Temple 
was built, the loaves of the thanks-offering and the nazirite’s wafers 
are still considered fit to be eaten anywhere in Israel. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Ilai said: I asked Rabbi Eliezer 
ben Hyrcanus: What is the halakha with regard to the possibility that 
a person can fulfill the obligation to eat matza with the loaves of a 
thanks-offering or a nazirite’s wafers? He said to me: I did not hear 
anything about this issue. I went and asked Rabbi Yehoshua, who 
said to me: They said, concerning loaves for a thanks-offering or 
a nazirite’s wafers that one prepared for his own offering, that a 
person cannot fulfill his obligation with them. However, if one 
baked them to sell in the market, he can fulfill his obligation with 
them. 


When I returned and recited these matters to Rabbi Eliezer, he 
said to me in excitement: By the covenant, these are the very 
matters" that were stated to Moses on Mount Sinai. Rabbi Eliezer 
swore that this halakha had been transmitted over the generations 
going back to Moses on Mount Sinai. Some say he spoke in astonish- 
ment: By the covenant! Are these in fact the matters that were 
stated to Moses on Mount Sinai? And doesn’t this halakha require 
a reason? Since there is no explicit tradition in this regard, it is 
necessary to provide a reason for this distinction. 


The Gemara asks: And indeed, what is the reason for this distinction 
between these loaves one prepared for himself and those he intend- 
ed to sell in the market? Rabba said: With regard to anything 
sold in the market, the merchant may change his mind about it. 
He might say: Ifit is sold, it is sold; but if it is not sold for an offer- 
ing, I will fulfill my obligation to eat matza with it. Since the mer- 
chant had in mind from the outset that these matzot might be used 
for the mitzva on Passover, he is permitted to use them to fulfill his 
obligation. 


NOTES 


Nov and Givon — tiya» 313: Different halakhot apply to the 
three places where offerings were permitted at some stage 
to be sacrificed, namely, a small improvised altar, a great altar, 
and the Temple. A small altar was a private altar built by an 
individual for his own personal use. When it was permitted to 
do so, even non-priests sacrificed offerings on an improvised 
altar of this kind, although only a limited group of animal offer- 
ings could be sacrificed. These types of improvised altars were 
primarily used during the period of the Judges. A great altar was 
built for communal use, e.g., in Nov and Givon, and all of Israel 
brought their offerings to these places before the Temple was 
built. However, as the Ark of the Covenant was not present in 
these places and no permanent structure was built, they were 
never fully functional as a temple. 

The Sages disagree with regard to which types of offerings 


were permitted to be sacrificed in these places. However, in 
places such as Shiloh, where a temporary temple was con- 
structed, all offerings could be brought during that period, and 
there were only minor differences between its status and that 
of the eventual Temple in Jerusalem. 


By the covenant, these are the matters — D377 17 17 m2: 
Some commentaries maintain that, according to the first ver- 
sion of his statement, Rabbi Eliezer is expressing astonishment: 
Is this what was stated to Moses on Mount Sinai? According to 
the second version, it is Rabbi Yehoshua who states that this 
is indeed a tradition going back to Moses on Mount Sinai, but 
he adds that a reason is nonetheless required to justify this 
distinction, as even halakhot based on ancient traditions must 
be based on logical grounds (Arukh). 
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Hazeret - nyy: Hazeret is lettuce, Lactuca sativa, and is often 
identified with the romaine variety (var. romana), a leafy winter 
or human consumption. Its leaves grow 
and 15 cm in width and form an edible 
stage of growth, the leaves and stem 
contain a bitter milky fluid. If they are allowed to grow uninter- 
rupted, the leaves will expand upward and may even reach a 
height of 1 m. Eventually this plant will harden and sprout flow- 
bitter leaves, which is why it is described by the 
and harsh in the end. The identification 


vegetable cultivated 
up to 35 cm in heigh 
stalk. During the firs 


ers and smal 
Gemara as soft at firs 
of hazeret with horseradish is erroneous. 


Romaine lettuce 


MI S H N A And these are the vegetables with which 


a person can fulfill his obligation to eat 
bitter herbs on Passover:" One can fulfill his obligation with 
hazeret,® with chervil [tamkha], and with field eryngo 
[harhavina],® and with endives [olashin], and with maror.“® 
One fulfills his obligation with them whether they are fresh or 
whether they are dry. However, one does not fulfill his obligation 
if they are pickled in water or vinegar, nor if they are over-boiled 
[shaluk] in hot water, nor if they are boiled [mevushal]." 


The mishna adds: And all these different types of vegetables join 
together to the measure of an olive-bulk, i.e., it is not necessary 
to eat this amount from one specific type of vegetable. And one 
fulfills his obligation by eating their stalk, as it is not necessary 
to eat the leaves. And one fulfills the obligation with doubtfully 
tithed produce, with first-tithe produce whose teruma has been 
taken and given to a priest, and with both second-tithe produce 
and consecrated property that were redeemed. 


BACKGROUND 


Field eryngo 


Endives [olashin] - podry: Apparently, this domesticated win- 
ter plant is the popular endive, Cichorium endivia. It grows green 
leaves that are eaten in a manner similar to those of lettuce. 
The young leaves form tightly packed clusters near the base of 
the plant that grow outward. The plant's flowers are often blue, 
although they are sometimes red or white. 

Certain varieties of the endive have wider, curly leaves. Now- 
adays, the thick root of the plant is most commonly used in the 
production of a coffee substitute. Endive leaves are initially soft 
and tasty, but they turn very bitter when the plant grows older 


Field eryngo [harhavina] - %»annn: This plant is apparently 
a shrub known as Eryngium creticum, a perennial plant found 
hroughout Israel. In the winter, the plant grows several soft 
eaves Close to the ground. Although these leaves are very bitter, 
hey are nevertheless edible. 

In the summer, these leaves fall off and a blue or purple 
bud up to 40 cm in size appears. This bud is surrounded by 
horns from which yellow flower petals emerge. At the end of 
he summer, the plant is typically broken by the winds. In the 
ollowing year, the roots of the plant grow once more, with the 
ormation of green leaves in the winter. 


and produces flowers. 


HALAKHA 


Vegetables that may be used as bitter herbs — aid PY: 
One can fulfill the obligation to eat bitter herbs with hazeret, 
chervil, or any of the other species listed in the mishna. If 
none of these is available, he should use some other type of 
bitter herb. However, the later authorities agree that in this 
case he should not recite the blessing (Shi/tei HaGibborim; 
Magen Avraham). It is preferable to use a species listed earlier 
in the mishna. One can eat the leaves or the stems but not 
the roots. Furthermore, one may eat either fresh leaves or dry 
stems, but the herbs may not be pickled or boiled (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 473:5). 


NOTES 


And with maror — iwa: Some commentaries claim that this 
does not refer to a specific plant but is a general term for all 
types of bitter herbs (Rabbi Eliyahu Mizrahi; Meiri). 


Over-boiled [shaluk] and boiled [mevushal] -byram phy: 
According to most commentaries, shaluk means very thor- 
oughly boiled, although others explain that it refers to pour- 
ing boiling water over a vegetable, thereby cooking it slightly. 
By contrast, everyone agrees that mevushal means boiling in 
a normal manner (Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh 
and others). 


Maror — 74713: Most commentaries maintain that maror is the 
common sowthistle, Sonchus oleraceus, from the Asteraceae 
family. It is an annual wild plant that grows in fields and gar- 
bage heaps in most areas of Israel. The common sowthistle 
reaches 30-100 cm in height and is pale green. It contains a 
milky fluid, or sap, that flows from the plant when its stem is 
broken. Its yellow flowers are arranged in the form of capitula 
on the end of the stalks. Most of its leaves are sharp edged 
and are divided into irregular lobes. The soft leaves were once 
used as vegetables and are still eaten in certain Mediterranean 
countries. During talmudic times, the common sowthistle was 
considered a healthy food. 


Common sowthistle 
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BACKGROUND 


Wild endives - nw whip: This is apparently the com- 
mon wild endive, Cichorium pumilum, a wild annual plant 
that grows in fields across Israel and at the sides of roads. 
It can reach 1m in height, while the young leaves at its 
base form a rose-like shape. Although the leaves are ed- 
ible, they are very bitter. A light blue flower grows at the 
end of the wild endive's stalk. 


Wild endive flower 


Sweet myrrh [mar yero‘ar] — %iY Wa: This is apparently 
Opoponax chironium, a perennial plant from the shrub 
family, which grows wild in Lebanon and northern Israel. 
The plant can grow as high as 1.5-2 m, and its lower leaves 
can reach 60 cm in length and width. The upper leaves 
are smaller, and clusters of small yellow flowers grow atop 
the stalks. The thick root, which can grow up to a length of 
60 cm, was used during the mishnaic period to produce 
an acrid resin that was utilized for medicinal purposes. 


Hazeret gallin - pa nun: Hazeret gallin is a type of wild 
lettuce, perhaps the prickly lettuce, Lactuca serriola. This 
plant grows wild in most areas of Israel, on roadsides, 
abandoned fields, and garbage heaps. The leaves of this 
lettuce are bitter and contain a milky fluid, or sap. In mod- 
ern Hebrew, this plant is called hassat hamatzpen, which 
literally means the compass lettuce, because the edges 
of its leaves invariably face north or south. 


Prickly lettuce leaves 


HALAKHA 

The optimal fulfillment of the mitzva is with hazeret - 
muna myn: One should preferably use hazeret for bitter 
herbs, In many European communities, lettuce was un- 
common and was infested with worms, and therefore it 
became customary to use horseradish. Based on kabbala, 
some people use both horseradish and lettuce (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 473:5). 
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e EM ARA The Gemara identifies the plants 


mentioned by the mishna by 
their Aramaic names. Hazeret is lettuce. Olashin is called 
hindevi. With regard to tamkha, Rabba bar bar Hana said: 
It is called temakhta in Aramaic. As for harhavina, Rabbi 
Shimon ben Lakish said: This is the plant that grows around 
the palm tree. The mishna taught: And with maror. The 
Gemara explains: This is a plant called merirata. 


Bar Kappara teaches: These are the vegetables" with which 
a person can fulfill his obligation to eat bitter herbs on 
Passover: With endives, chervil, harhallin, field eryngo, 
and hazeret. Rav Yehuda says: Also wild endives,’ garden 
endives, and hazeret. 


The Gemara asks: Why does Rav Yehuda mention garden 
endives and hazeret? These were already taught in the first 
clause. The Gemara explains that this is what Rav Yehuda is 
saying: Even wild endives are equivalent to garden endives 
and hazeret and may be used as bitter herbs on Passover. 
Rabbi Meir says: The plants asvas, and tura, and sweet 
myrrh [mar yero‘ar]® can also be used to fulfill this obligation. 
Rabbi Yosei said to him: Asvas and tura are two names for 
one plant, and mar is the same plant as yero'ar. 


A Sage of the school of Rabbi Samuel teaches: These are the 
vegetables with which a person can fulfill his obligation to 
eat bitter herbs on Passover: With hazeret, endives, chervil, 
field eryngo, harginnin, and hardofannin. Rabbi Yehuda 
says: One can also fulfill his obligation with hazeret yolin and 
hazeret gallin,’ as they are similar to the aforementioned 
vegetables. 


Rabbi Ile’a said in the name of Rabbi Eliezer: One can also 
fulfill his obligation with arkablim. And I went around all of 
Rabbi Eliezer’s students looking for a colleague who agreed 
with me that Rabbi Eliezer said this, but I did not find anyone 
who remembered this ruling. But when I came before Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya’akov, he conceded to my statement. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: Any plant that has white sap when it is 
cut may be used as bitter herbs. Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka 
says: Anything whose surface is light green may be used as 
bitter herbs. Aherim say: Any bitter herb that has sap and 
whose surface is light green is fit for this mitzva. Rabbi 
Yohanan said: From the statements of all these Sages, we 
can learn that a bitter green herb has sap and its surface is 
light green. Rav Huna said: The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Aherim. 


Ravina found Rav Aha, son of Rava, searching for merirata‘ 
to use as bitter herbs. He said to him: What is your opinion, 
that you seek this particular herb? If you are looking for that 
which is most bitter, but we learned hazeret" first in the 
mishna, which indicates that this is the preferred choice. And 
likewise, a Sage of the school of Shmuel taught hazeret first, 
before the other types of bitter herbs. And Rabbi Oshaya 
said: The optimal fulfillment of the mitzva is with hazeret," 
and Rava said: What is hazeref? It is lettuce [hassa]. 


These are the vegetables, etc. - "a1 nipy by: Some commen- 
taries infer from this list that it is preferable to use vegetables 
that are only somewhat bitter, rather than those that are very 
bitter. The reason is that the Torah speaks of eating bitter herbs, 
indicating that one should use an herb that is normally eaten 


(Nimmukei Yosef). 


Searching for merirata — xn Yar III: Some commentaries 


NOTES 


explain that Rav Aha, son of Rava, was searching for the bitterest 
of the herbs listed in the mishna (Mikhtam). 


But we learned hazeret — j351 nyin wm: See Rashi’s explanation. 
Other commentaries maintain that this is a reference to a sub- 
sequent mishna that describes the Passover seder. That mishna 
states: They bring before him matza and hazeret, from which it 
can be inferred that it is preferable to use hazeret for this purpose 
(Maharam Halawa; Mikhtam). 
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The Gemara explains: What is the meaning of lettuce [hassa]? It 
refers to the fact that God has mercy [has] on us. And Rabbi Sam- 
uel bar Nahmani said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Why are the Egyp- 
tians likened to bitter herbs in the verse: “And they embittered their 
lives” (Exodus 1:14)? This comparison serves to tell you that just as 
these bitter herbs are soft at first" and harsh in the end, so too, the 
Egyptians were soft at first,’ when they paid the Jews for their work, 
but were harsh in the end, as they enslaved them. This idea applies 
solely to hazeret, which has a bitter aftertaste, but not to other types 
of bitter herbs, which are bitter from the beginning. Rav Aha, son of 
Rava, said to Ravina: I retract my position and concede that it is 
preferable to use hazeret for bitter herbs. 


Rav Rehumi said to Abaye: From where is it known that this bitter 
herb that must be eaten on Passover night is a type of vegetable? 
Perhaps one could say that the mitzva should be performed with the 
bile of a kufya® fish, which is very bitter, but not necessarily with a 
type of plant? He answered: Bitter herbs are similar to matza; just 
as matza must be prepared only from food that grows from the 
ground, so too, bitter herbs must be from food that grows from the 
ground. The Gemara asks: How do we know that a bitter herb is 
specifically a vegetable rather than the bitter oleander’ bush? The 
Gemara answers: Bitter herbs are similar to matza; just as matza is 
prepared from a type of plant, but not including a tree, so too, bitter 
herbs must be from a type of plant that is not a tree. 


The Gemara asks a similar question: Perhaps I can say that one may 
use harzipu, a vegetable that poisons animals, as the bitter herb. The 
Gemara answers: It must be similar to matza; just as matza is pre- 
pared from plants that are fit for human consumption and can be 
purchased with second-tithe money, so too, bitter herbs must be 
from a species that can be purchased with second-tithe money. 


Rabba bar Rav Hanin said to Abaye: I can say that the bitter herb 
mentioned in the Torah includes merely one species, i.e., only the 
bitterest plant can be used for this obligation. Abaye responded: For 
this reason it is written: “Bitter herbs” (Exodus 12:8) in the plural, 
indicating that many types of bitter herbs are fit for this purpose. 
Rabba retorted: But one can say that “bitter herbs” refers to two 
different species, but no more. Abaye explained: Bitter herbs are 
similar to matza; just as matza can be prepared from many types 
of grain, so too, bitter herbs can be taken from many different types 
of vegetables. 


Rabba bar Rav Huna said that Rav said: With regard to the vegeta- 
bles that the Sages said a person can fulfill with them his obligation 
to eat bitter herbs on Passover, they may all be planted in one garden 
bed. The Gemara concludes: That is to say that the prohibition 
against planting diverse kinds of seeds does not apply to them? 
Rav’s statement indicates that all these species are so similar that they 
may be planted together without violating the prohibition against 
planting different species of crops in one area of a field. 


Rava raised an objection from a mishna: Hazeret and hazeret gallin; 

endive and wild endive; leek and wild leek; coriander and wild 

coriander; mustard and Egyptian mustard; and Egyptian gourd 

and harmutza, a type of gourd, are not considered a mixture of di- 
verse kinds" when planted together. This indicates that hazeret and 

hazeret gallin," yes, they may be planted together; however, hazeret 
and endives, no, they may not be planted together. 


And lest you say that all these species are taught together, and the 
mishna is actually saying that any of these species may be planted 
together, but didn’t Rav himself say that these plants were taught in 
pairs, i.e., one may plant each plant only with its pair that is listed in 
the mishna, due to their similarity; however, one may not, e.g., plant 
lettuce and endive together. It therefore remains unclear what Rav 
meant when he said that vegetables fit for use as bitter herbs may be 
planted in a single garden bed. 


NOTES 
Soft at first - J inonn: Not only at the beginning of 
its growth, but even when it is fully grown, hazeret is 


soft and sweet, although it eventually turns very bitter 
(Mikhtam). 


The Egyptians were soft at first - 137 wyna own: 
In this context, many commentaries cite an exposition 
in the Jerusalem Talmud on the verse that the Egyptians 
enslaved the Israelites “with rigor [befarekh]" (Exodus 
1:14). In the Jerusalem Talmud, it is explained that ini- 
tially the Egyptians controlled the Israelites befeh rakh, 
with a soft mouth, but eventually they enslaved them 
with rigorous labor. In terms of the progression of the 
exile itself, this can be explained as a reference to the 
act that initially, when Jacob and his family came to 
Egypt, Pharaoh said to Joseph: "Let your brothers dwell 
in the best of the land” (Genesis 47:6), but ultimately the 
Egyptians enslaved them. 


Hazeret and hazeret gallin, etc. - ^2) pa num nun: 
The prohibition against diverse kinds of seeds applies 
o two different species planted together. However, di- 
verse strains of a single species may be planted together. 
This is the case even if they have different names and 
differ in appearance. See the Rambam’s Commentary 
on the Mishna. 


BACKGROUND 


Kufya — 513: Some scholars identify this fish as Scomb- 
er colias, the Atlantic chub mackerel. 


Atlantic chub mackerel 


Oleander — 91797: This plant, Nerium oleander, is an 
evergreen bush that can grow to a height of 4 m and has 
long and hard yellow-green leaves and pink flowers. The 
plant's sap and fruits are extremely bitter and are often 
poisonous for animals and even for people. 


vá 


Oleander flowers 


HALAKHA 
Mixture of diverse kinds - Dyha: Lettuce and hazeret 
gallin; endive and wild endive; leek and wild leek; and 
coriander and wild coriander are all pairs of plants that 
are not considered prohibited diverse kinds when plant- 
ed with each other. Each pair is considered a single 
species, notwithstanding the slight differences between 
the respective plants (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 297:14). 
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HALAKHA 


Garden bed - myy: With regard to plants that are grown 
only in small quantities, five different species may be 
planted in a single garden bed that is six-by-six hand- 
breadths in area. Four species are planted along the four 
sides, while the fifth is planted in the center of the bed 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 297:34). 


Multiple types of seeds...in one garden bed - 2 
maa... One may not plant multiple types of seed 
plants i ina single garden bed (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
497:37). 


Stems and leaves of maror - i773 bw oy nop: One may 
use the leaves of bitter herbs only: when they are fresh, but 
the stems may be used even if they are dry, as stated by 
Rav Hisda (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 473:5). 


BACKGROUND 


Garden bed - ma: This drawing demonstrates one way 
to plant five different species inside a garden bed that is 
six-by-six handbreadths in area. 


Five different species in a garden bed 


NOTES 

Vegetables and seeds - wym nip: The difference be- 
tween vegetables and seeds is that the leaves of veg- 
etables are edible, whereas the term seeds refers to plants 
whose seed is eaten, e.g., grains. Rabbi Shimshon of Saens 
explains that the reason for this distinction is that seed 
plants are larger than vegetables. The Rambam maintains 
that this difference is based on the fact that seed plants are 
planted in far larger quantities than vegetables. 
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The Gemara explains: What is the meaning of the term planted, which 

Rav said? It means that these plants may be properly planted. In other 
words, they may be planted together provided that there is an appropri- 
ate amount of space between them, so that there is no violation of the 

prohibition against planting diverse kinds of seeds. The Gemara asks: 
If he wishes to inform us about planting them properly, we already 
learned this in a mishna: 


With regard to a garden bed" that is six by six handbreadths in area, 
one may plant in it five different types of seeds, four types on the four 
sides of the bed and one type in the middle. This mishna teaches that 
it is permitted to plant different types of seeds in one garden bed, pro- 
vided that one maintains the appropriate distance between them. The 
Gemara explains: Rav’s statement is nevertheless necessary. Lest you 
say that that applies only to seeds, but with regard to vegetables, no, 
it is prohibited to plant them in a single garden bed even if this separa- 
tion is maintained, Rava teaches us that it is permitted to plant in this 
manner with vegetables as well. 


The Gemara asks: Is that to say that vegetables are stronger in the 
level of their prohibition than seeds?" But didn’t we learn in a mishna 
in Kilayim: With regard to multiple types of seeds, one may not plant 
them together in one garden bed," even if there is space between them; 
however, with regard to multiple types of vegetables, one may plant 
them together in one bed? This mishna apparently indicates that the 
halakha is stricter concerning seeds. The Gemara answers: Rav’s state- 
ment is necessary. Lest you say that these bitter herbs are a type of 
seed, not a vegetable, and therefore it is prohibited to plant them in a 
bed with other seeds, Rav teaches us that all the various bitter herbs are 
classified as types of vegetables. 


The Gemara asks: Could it even enter your mind that bitter herbs are 
types of seeds? But didn’t we learn the word vegetables in a mishna? 
And bar Kappara likewise taught: Vegetables. And furthermore, the 
Sage of the school of Shmuel taught: Vegetables. The Gemara explains: 
It was necessary for Rav to mention the status of hazeret. It could 
enter your mind to say that since hazeret ultimately hardens into a 
type of seed, one must therefore give it more space in a garden bed 
than other vegetables. Rav’s statement indicates that this is not the case. 


The Gemara offers support for this contention: Didn’t Rabbi Yosei, son 

of Rabbi Hanina, say: With regard to a stalk of cabbage that has hard- 
ened, one must allow a beit rova of space for it, in which no other seeds 

may be planted. Apparently, since it will ultimately harden, one must 
give it more space. Here too, in the case of the hazeret, it might have 

been thought that one is required to give it more space. Therefore, Rava 
teaches us that all types of bitter herbs, even lettuce, may be planted 

together in one bed without leaving additional space between each 
species. 


The mishna taught that one can fulfill his obligation to eat bitter herbs 

with these types of vegetables, whether they are fresh or whether they 
are dried. Rav Hisda said: They taught this halakha only with regard 

to the stem. However, with regard to the leaves, if they are moist, yes, 
they may be used as bitter herbs, but if they are dry, no, they may not 
serve as bitter herbs." 


The Gemara asks: But from the fact that it is taught in the last clause 
of the mishna: In their stems, it may be inferred that the first clause 
of the mishna refers to the leaves. The Gemara answers: The tanna is 
explaining his statement in the first clause of the mishna: When he 
taught that one may eat herbs whether they are fresh or whether dried, 
the tanna was referring to the stem, not the leaves. 
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The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: One can fulfill 
the obligation with the bitter herbs themselves or with their 
stems, whether they are fresh or whether they are dried; this is 
the statement of Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis say: With regard 
to fresh bitter herbs, one can fulfill his obligation with them; 
however, with regard to dry bitter herbs, one cannot fulfill the 
obligation with them. And everyone agrees that one can fulfill 
his obligation with them if they are withered and are no longer 
fresh. However, one may neither use bitter herbs that have been 
pickled, nor over-boiled, nor boiled. 


The baraita continues: The principle is: Anything that has the 
taste of bitter herbs, one can fulfill his obligation with it; but 
anything that does not have the taste of bitter herbs, one cannot 
fulfill his obligation with it. This baraita indicates that neither 
Rabbi Meir nor the Rabbis distinguish between the leaves of these 
herbs and their stems. The Gemara answers: Interpret Rabbi 
Meir’s statement, that one can fulfill the obligation with both fresh 
and dried bitter herbs, as referring to the stem but not to the leaves. 
The Sages taught: One cannot fulfill the obligation with them 
when they are withered. They said in the name of Rabbi Eliezer, 
son of Rabbi Tzadok: One can fulfill his obligation with them 
even when they are withered. 


Rami bar Hama raised a dilemma: What is the halakha with 
regard to the possibility that a person can fulfill his obligation 
with bitter herbs of second-tithe produce in Jerusalem? In ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who permits one to 
fulfill the obligation to eat matza with second-tithe produce be- 
cause it can be eaten anywhere if it becomes ritually impure, do 
not raise this dilemma. Now that it has been mentioned that in 
the case of matza, where the obligation applies by Torah law, one 
can fulfill his obligation with second tithe in this manner, is it 
necessary to mention that one can use second tithe for bitter 
herbs, which nowadays applies by rabbinic law, as there is no 
Paschal lamb? 


When you raise the dilemma, it is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, who maintains that one cannot 
fulfill his obligation with matza of second-tithe produce. What is 
the halakha with regard to bitter herbs? The Gemara explains the 
two sides of this dilemma: Does Rabbi Yosei HaGelili say it is only 
with regard to matza of second-tithe produce, where the obliga- 
tion applies by Torah law, that one does not fulfill the mitzva; 
however, with bitter herbs, a mitzva that applies by rabbinic law, 
one can fulfill his obligation with this second-tithe produce? 


Or perhaps, everything that the Sages instituted, they insti- 
tuted in a manner similar to the model provided by Torah law. If 
this principle is accepted, it would mean the following: Just as one 
may not use second-tithe produce for matza, so too, one may not 
use second tithe as bitter herbs, despite the fact that the obligation 
to eat them is rabbinic. Rava said: It stands to reason that since 
the verse juxtaposes matza and bitter herbs, similar restrictions 
apply to both mitzvot. Consequently, just as according to Rabbi 
Yosei HaGelili one cannot use second-tithe produce for matza, so 
too, one cannot use this produce for bitter herbs. 


MI S H N A One may not soak coarse bran" for feeding 


chickens, lest it be leavened. However, 
one may pour boiling water onto the bran before feeding it to the 
chickens, as it will not become leavened from this brief exposure 
to water. A woman may not soak coarse bran to bring by hand 
to the bathhouse for use as a cleanser; however, she may rub 
coarse bran on her dry skin."" Likewise, the Sages said: A person 
may not chew wheat and place it on his wound," due to the fact 
that the wheat will be leavened from the saliva and his chewing. 


HALAKHA 

Soaking coarse bran - jpa MAW: It is prohibited to soak 
coarse bran or to pour boiling water over it. Although the 
mishna states that it is permitted to pour boiling water over 
coarse bran, the geonim state that we lack the expertise 
to do this properly. This practice is therefore prohibited, as 
there is concern that it will cause the mixture to be leavened 
quickly (Tur 465; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 465:1). 


Rubbing coarse bran — jpYna 7DW: It is prohibited to rub 
coarse bran onto one's skin, even if the skin is dry. Although 
the mishna rules that this action is permitted, there is con- 
cern that people will neglect to remove all the coarse bran 
before coming into contact with water, and the bran will 
become leavened (Rosh; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 465:2). 


Chewing wheat - pan now: One may not chew wheat 
on Passover with the intention of placing it on a wound 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 466:1). 


NOTES 
She may rub on her...skin - A133 NT TW: Some com- 
mentaries say that a woman may ‘rub even dry coarse bran 
onto her skin when it is wet from washing (Meiri and others). 
Others claim that this refers to skin that is dry of water but 
moist from perspiration. The mishna is teaching that we are 
not concerned that her perspiration might leaven the grain 
(Mikhtam; Rosh; and others). 
vb ATIP: PEREK II: 39B 
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HALAKHA 
Flour into which water is dripping - abn tind bow map: 
A constant dripping of water into flour will not leaven the 
flour, provided that the dripping is continuous and one 
bakes the mixture immediately afterward. However, if 
the dripping might have been intermittent, the flour is 
prohibited (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 466:6). 


Vatika - xī#m: This food, prepared from flour, oil, and 
salt, but not water, may be eaten during Passover. The 
Ashkenazic custom is to avoid foods of this kind unless 
they are required for one who is ill (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 463:2, and in the comment of the Rema). 


Lining a pot - X11? mina: During Passover, one may 
not put flour into a pot to remove impurities, with the 
exception of matza meal (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
463:3). 


NOTES 
If one drop drips into the other - pY "yo PAYT: Just 
as dough will not be leavened while it is being kneaded, 
so too, this mixture will not begin to be leavened as long 
as the dripping continues. 


Line the edge of a pot - KIT.: Several different 
explanations of this case have been suggested. Some 
commentaries maintain that it involves the placement of 
flour into a dish to thicken it (Meri). Others claim that the 
flour is used for filling small holes in the pot (Nimmukei 
Yosef). Yet others suggest that the flour serves to reinforce 
the pot (Beit Yosef, based on the Rambam). 


Perek II 
Daf go Amuda 


BACKGROUND 
Slit [tzirya] — xx: The visible slit on the lower portion 
of the wheat is the tzirya mentioned here. In contrast, a 
barley grain has several grooves that do not affect the 
surface area of the barley. 


í 


Kernel of wheat (left) and kernel of barley (right) 


NOTES 
The column [dikkula] of water — x77 Kpa: The 
geonim explain that the term dikkula, literally, palm tree, 
is used to describe a column of water that ascends in the 
form of palm leaves. 
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G E M ARA The Sages taught: The following 


foods do not come to a state of leav- 
ening: Foods that have already been baked, or boiled, or 
over-boiled in hot water. With regard to the statement that 
boiled food will not become leavened, the Gemara asks: Why 
not? When it is boiled it will become leavened. The Gemara 
answers that Rav Pappa said: The tanna merely said that if it 
was first baked and afterward boiled, it will not be leavened; 
however, if it was initially boiled it will become leavened. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, says: In the case of flour into which water is 
dripping," even if the water drips the entire day the flour will 
not come to a state of leavening, as the ceaseless dripping 
prevents fermentation. Rav Pappa said: And that is the case 
only if one drop drips into the other,’ i.e., the dripping is 
continuous, preventing the mixture from settling. 


The school of Rabbi Sheila say: Vatika," a pastry prepared 
from a mixture of different liquids, is permitted on Passover. 
The Gemara raises a difficulty: But wasn’t it taught in a bara- 
ita that vatika is forbidden? The Gemara answers: This is not 
difficult. This baraita, which states that vatika is permitted, is 
referring to a case in which it was prepared with oil and salt, 
whereas that baraita forbade vatika prepared with water and 
salt, as that dish will become leavened. 


Mar Zutra said: A person should not line the edge of a pot" 
with roasted flour," lest some of the flour was not properly 
roasted and it will come to a state of leavening in the pot. Rav 
Yosef said: A person should not scald 


two wheat grains in boiling water at the same time, lest one 

move and rest in the slit [tzirya]® of the other, thereby pre- 
venting the column [dikkula] of boiling water" from enter- 
ing all four sides of the grain, and the grain will come to a 

state of leavening. 


And Abaye said: A person may not roast two stalks" to- 
gether, lest water leave one and be absorbed by the other, 
and it come to be leavened. Rava said to him: If so, one 
should not even roast one stalk, lest the liquid leave one end 
of the stalk and be absorbed by its other end. Rather, Rava 
said: One need not be concerned about this possibility, as it 
is considered fruit juice, and fruit juice does not leaven grain. 


The Gemara adds: And Abaye retracted his opinion with re- 
gard to that halakha of stalks, as he maintains that anything 

that is absorbing liquid will not become leavened unless it 

is fully soaked in water. As Abaye said: With regard to this 

jug used for drying the stalks by means of roasting, if it is 

inverted it is permitted, as the liquid that is discharged from 

one stalk will not be absorbed by the other stalks. However, if 
the vessel is upright it is prohibited, as the liquid retained in 

the vessel might be absorbed by the other stalks and leaven 

them. Rava said: Even if the jug is upright, it is also permit- 
ted. This liquid is considered fruit juice, and fruit juice does 

not leaven grain. 


HALAKHA 


Roast two stalks — pba w NM: It is permitted to 
roast two stalks of grain together, as there is no concern 
that liquid will leave one stalk and be absorbed by the other. 


In addition, this liquid is classified as fruit juice, and there- 
fore it does not leaven the other stalk (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 463:1). 
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The Sages taught: One may not soak barley in water on Passover 
to make it easier to remove the chaff from the grain." And if one 
did soak barley grain and it split, itis prohibited. If it did not split, 
it is permitted. 


Rabbi Yosei says: If one sees that the grain is expanding, he should 
soak it in vinegar, and the vinegar will cause the grain to contract, 
thereby preventing leavening. However, Shmuel said: The halakha 
in not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. 


Rav Hisda said that Mar Ukva said: When the Sages were referring 
to a case where the barley grain split, the prohibition does not apply 
only if it actually split and a crack is visible. Rather, this is referring 
even to a case where if the barley grains were placed on a barrel" 
of wine they would split by themselves, due to the effect of the 
wine. And by contrast, Shmuel said: This halakha applies only if it 
actually split. The Gemara relates: Shmuel took action in accor- 
dance with his ruling, when he was in the village of bar Hashu’s 
house. He prohibited only wheat grains that had actually split, but 
permitted those that were about to split. 


Rabba said: A pious person will not soak wheat at all during Pass- 
over. The Gemara asks: Why discuss particularly a pious person? 
This halakha should apply to everyone as well, as it was expressly 
taught in a baraita: One may not soak barley on Passover. The 
Gemara answers that this is what Rabba is saying: A pious person 
will not even soak wheat, which is firmer than barley and less 
likely to split, due to the concern that it might become leavened. 


Rav Nahman said to Rabba: Anyone who listens to Abba, Rabba’s 

first name, will eat moldy bread during Passover, as flour cannot be 

properly prepared without soaking, and therefore matza should not 
be prepared from this flour. As in Rav Huna’s house they would 

soak the grain, and in Rava bar Avin’s house they would likewise 

soak their grain. But Rava said: Soaking grain should not be avoid- 
ed merely for reasons of piety; rather, it is absolutely prohibited to 

soak grain. 


The Gemara asks: Rather, that which is taught in a baraita: One 
may not soak barley on Passover, indicates that it is barley that 
one may not soak; however, it is permitted to soak wheat, how 
will Rava explain this baraita? The Gemara explains: The baraita is 
speaking employing the didactic style of: Needless to say. It should 
be understood as follows: Needless to say, wheat may not be 
soaked, since wheat grains have a slit through which water will 
enter, and the wheat will therefore expand quickly when left to 
soak. However, in the case of barley, which is smooth and no water 
will enter the grain, one might say that this seems well, i.e., it is 
permitted, to soak barley. Therefore, the baraita teaches us that it is 
prohibited to soak even barley. 


Rava reconsidered and then said: This is not the case. Rather, it is 
permitted to soak grain, as it was taught in a baraita: One can 
fulfill his obligation with a matza loaf prepared from refined flour 
and with matza baked from coarse flour. And it is impossible to 
produce refined matza without soaking the grain, as this is the only 
way to remove the chaff completely from the grain. 


Rav Pappa raised an objection to the opinion of Rava from a 
baraita: With regard to flour and refined flour that belong to gen- 
tiles, in villages they are ritually pure, and in cities they are ritu- 
ally impure. It is assumed that grain in cities is soaked before it is 
ground into flour. Once water comes in contact with this grain, it 
becomes susceptible to ritual impurity, and it subsequently be- 
comes impure when touched by gentiles. 


As for flour in villages, what is the reason that it is ritually pure? Is 
it not due to the fact that they do not soak the flour, and therefore 
it does not become liable to ritual impurity? And yet their flour is 
nonetheless called refined flour. It can be inferred from this that it 
is possible to prepare refined flour without soaking the grain. 
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———————_ NOTES 

Soaking - ann: The process of soaking consisted of 
rinsing grain both to remove the straw and dirt that had 
become stuck to it and to allow for easier separation of the 
chaff before grinding. Although most Sages permit this 
action, and some even maintain that it is obligatory, the 
geonim forbade it on the basis of an ancient tradition not 
to soak grain that will be used on Passover at all. 


Placed on a barrel [al pi havit] - man by paa: There are 
several textual versions of this phrase. One version reads: A/ 
pihabiv, meaning on a clay pan in which foods are roasted. 
Others suggest that the correct phrase is: Al pi aviv, which 
refers to a vessel on top of which the grains are roasted (see 
Tosafot; Mikhtam; Ritva; and others). 


HALAKHA 


Soaking grain on Passover - nD52 ann}: One may not 
soak wheat or barley for use during Passover. Although the 
Gemara appears to permit this activity, the geonim forbade 
it due to concern that the grain might become leavened 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 453:5). 
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HALAKHA 
Soaking grain on Passover - np33 ann: One may not soak 
wheat or barley for use during Passover. Although the Gemara 
appears to permit this activity, the geonim forbade it due to 
concern that the grain might become leavened (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 453:5). 


Guarded matzot - niwa nixia: The wheat for the matza that 
a person will use to fulfill his obligation should be kept from 
water from the time it is harvested, or at least from when it is 
ground into flour, in accordance with Rava's statement. Some 
people are strict and use only this type of matza throughout 
the entire Festival (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 453:4). 


NOTES 

Matza in the end — mina Ax: According to Rashi and 
others, there is a specific obligation to eat at the end of the 
seder meal an olive-bulk of matza hat has been guarded 
with the highest level of supervision. Nowadays, this matza 
is called afikoman. Others claim that there is no requirement 
to eat this type of matza specifically at the end of the meal. 
Rather, one must consume an olive-bulk of this type of matza 
at some point during the evening; otherwise, one might eat 
only matza that had not been guarded (Ritva). 


Those who cut the stalks [kifei] — »593 »35717: The Arukh 
explains that kifei are bowls, and this phrase describes those 
who overturned bowls, using them to cover grain in sacks, to 
prevent the grain from coming into contact with moisture. 
One who grinds wheat for use during Passover must keep it 
from coming into contact with water from the beginning of 
the harvest until the end of the process (Mikhtam). 


Perek II 
Daf4o Amud b 


—— NOTES 

Bring him wheat in a trough - '39%3.. ty) xY: Appar- 
ently, the Arukh has a different version of the text, according 
to which the mother of Mar, son of Ravina, brought him the 
wheat with its roots. She was careful to protect the wheat 
from the start of its growth through its harvest. 
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Rava answered: You should interpret the distinction of the baraita 

as referring only to ordinary flour, not refined flour, which is invari- 
ably susceptible to ritual impurity due to the soaking. After Rava 

left, Rav Pappa said: What is the reason that he did not say a proof 
from this statement that Rabbi Zeira said that Rav Yirmeya said 

that Shmuel said: With regard to wheat that will be used for meal- 
offerings, one may not soak it, and yet it is nonetheless called re- 
fined flour? The Torah insists that the flour used for meal-offerings 

be prepared from refined flour. 


Rava reconsidered and then said: It is not only permitted to soak 
the grains; it is actually a mitzva to soak them," as it is stated: “And 
you shall guard the matzot” (Exodus 12:17). The Gemara explains 
this statement: If it is not the case that grain requires soaking, for 
what purpose is guarding necessary? If you claim that this verse is 
referring to guarding when kneading, that cannot be the case, as 
guarding grain while kneading is not considered guarding. If one 
failed to protect the wheat from becoming leavened up to that point, 
it is of no use to be careful while kneading it. Consequently, this 
mitzva to guard the dough cannot be referring to the kneading stage. 


As Rav Huna said: In the case of dough prepared by gentiles, if one 

knows that it has not become leavened, a person may fill his stom- 
ach with them on Passover night, provided that he eats an olive- 
bulk of matza in the end," to fulfill the obligation to eat matza. The 

Gemara infers from this statement: With regard to the matza that 

he eats in the end, yes, he fulfills his obligation with this matza. But 

with regard to the matza he ate in the beginning, no, he does not 

fulfill the mitzva with dough prepared by gentiles. 


What is the reason that one cannot fulfill his obligation to eat 
matza with dough prepared by gentiles? It is because he did not 
perform his duty to guard this dough. But one can perform his 
duty to guard it from the time of baking and onward. Rather, isn’t 
it correct to conclude from this baraita that the grain must be 
guarded from the beginning, i.e., from the time it is soaked, which 
proves that soaking the grain is part of the process of preparing 
matza? 


The Gemara rejects this: And from where do we know that this 
conclusion is correct? Perhaps it is different there, as at the time 
when guarding is required, i.e., when water was added to the flour, 
he did not perform his duty to guard it properly. However, in a 
case where at the time when guarding is required, when water is 
added the flour, he properly performed his duty to guard it, so too, 
it is possible that guarding flour at the time of kneading is consid- 
ered proper guarding. Therefore, this question cannot be resolved 
based on the case of dough prepared by gentiles. 


And although this proof was rejected, Rava did not retract his 
statement that guarding grain must begin before kneading. For he 
would say to those who cut and tied the stalks [kifei]" of grain in 
the field: When you cut the grain, cut it for the purpose of the 
mitzva. Apparently, Rava maintains that it is necessary to guard 
the grain from the outset, i.e., from the beginning of its preparation 
until its end." 


The Gemara relates with regard to Mar, son of Ravina, 


that his mother would bring him wheat in a trough." In other 
words, she would guard the wheat grains from when they were 
harvested by placing them in vessels and guarding them until 
Passover. 
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The Gemara relates that there was a certain boat carrying wheat, 
which capsized before Passover in the Hishta River." Rava permitted 
its owners to sell the recovered grain to gentiles during Passover. 


Rabba bar Levai raised an objection to the opinion of Rava from a 
baraita: With regard to a garment in which diverse kinds, a prohib- 
ited mixture of wool and linen, has been lost," i.e., a wool garment 
into which a linen thread was sewn or vice versa, one may not sell it 
to a gentile; and one may not even fashion it into a saddlecloth for 
a donkey. It is prohibited to do so lest one remove a piece of this gar- 
ment and sew it onto his own clothing. However, one may fashion it 
into a shroud for a dead body, as there is no concern that he will re- 
move it from the dead 


The Gemara clarifies this issue: What is the reason that one may not 
sell it to a gentile? Is it not due to the concern that the gentile will 
resell it to a Jew? Since the mixture of wool and linen is not visible, it 
is possible for a Jew to use this cloth unawares. The same concern 
applies to grain: It is not apparent that the grain that capsized in the 
river is prohibited. It should therefore be prohibited to sell this wheat 
to gentiles, lest they resell it to Jews. 


Rava reconsidered and then said: He should sell this wheat one kav 
at a time, i.e., in small measures, each to a different Jew," but not to 
any one Jew in large quantities, so that all of this wheat will be used 
before Passover." By selling it in this manner, all the grain will be used 
quickly and no one will unwittingly eat these leavened grains on 
Passover. 


The Sages taught: One may not stir flour into a pot of food on Pass- 
over" to absorb the foam that has accumulated during the cooking 
process. And one who wishes to stir flour should add the flour and 
afterward add vinegar, which will prevent the flour from becoming 
leavened. And some say: One may even add vinegar and afterward 
add the flour, as vinegar prevents flour from becoming leavened even 
after the flour is diluted in water. 


The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna whose opinion is introduced by 
the phrase some say? 


Rav Hisda said: It is the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, as we learned 
in a mishna: With regard to a stew pot or a pot of food that one 
removed from the fire when it was seething, one may not add spices 
to them on Shabbat." However, one may add spices to a dish or to 
the large plate into which the food is poured from the pot. Rabbi 
Yehuda says: One may add spices to any food that has been removed 
from the fire, except to a dish that contains vinegar or brine, as this 
food is considered as though it were still seething, due to the pun- 
gency of the vinegar or brine. Since Rabbi Yehuda maintains that 
vinegar has the same effect as boiling, he would agree that vinegar, like 
boiling water, prevents flour from becoming leavened. 


The Gemara asks: And let us establish the opinion of: Some say, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. As we learned in 
a mishna: Rabbi Yosei says, with regard to wheat grains that were 
soaked in water: One should soak them in vinegar, and this vinegar 
will cause the wheat to contract and prevent it from becoming 
leavened. 


The Gemara answers: When we learn the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, this 
applies only to a situation where the vinegar is in its pure, unadulter- 
ated form, in which case its pungency prevents the wheat from becom- 
ing leavened. However, if the vinegar is added by means of a mixture, 
no, Rabbi Yosei’s statement does not apply to a case of this kind. 


Ulla said: In both of these cases, whether the vinegar is added first 
or afterward, its use is prohibited, as one must avoid scenarios that 
might lead to a prohibition, as per the well-known adage: Go around, 
go around, and do not approach the vineyard, they say to the na- 
zirite. Since a nazirite is prohibited from drinking wine and eating 
grapes, it is preferable for him to avoid a vineyard entirely. A similar 
principle applies to other prohibitions. 


NOTES 
Which capsized in the Hishta River — kmw*na KYIbI: 
Some commentaries explain that hishta is not the name 


of a place, but refers to an area that contains water and 
reeds (Arukh). 


He should sell this one kav at a time, each to a different 
Jew -bwh wap weap saat: Apparently, the Rambam 
had a different version of the text, according to which 
one may sell a kav at a time only to a gentile. However, 
with regard to a Jewish buyer, if the seller informs him of 
the status of the wheat, he may sell even all the grain to 
him (Mikhtam). Some commentaries say that one is not 
obligated to inform a Jew about the nature of this grain 
if he sells him a small quantity (/ttur); however, others 
disagree and maintain that he is required to inform a 
Jewish buyer in all cases (see Meir). 


HALAKHA 


A garment in which diverse kinds has been lost - 733 
oxds ja taxw: If a linen string was lost in a wool gar- 
ment or vice versa, one may neither sell this garment to 
a gentile nor use it as a saddlecloth for a donkey (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh Dea, 301:8). 


Wheat that became wet before Passover — 130% DEN 
noa DTP: Grain that became wet before Passover should 
not be retained over the Festival. Instead, one should 
sell the grain to a Jew well in advance of Passover, while 
informing the buyer before the sale that the grain must 
be treated as leavened. Alternatively, one should sell it 
in small quantities to gentiles, as the Rambam maintains 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 4671). 


Stirring flour into a pot — nint7 nyha: One may not stir 
flour into a pot of food, even if he adds vinegar afterward. 
However, it is permitted to add baked matza to a pot of 
food, as stated by Ulla and Rava (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 463:3). 


A large, seething stew pot or pot - 717/71 Day% 
praia: One may not add spices to a stew pot or pot 
that was cooking directly on the fire on Shabbat. This 
prohibition applies even if the pot has been removed 
from the fire, when it is classified as a primary vessel, as 
it will still cook the spices. However, it permitted to add 
spices to a secondary vessel, i.e., a vessel into which food 
from the pot has been poured, in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis (Shu/han Arukh, Orah Hayyim 318:9). 
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LANGUAGE 


Cooks [burdikei] — Ta: Possibly from the Greek 
Bpwttkdc, brotikos, meaning voracious, or inclined to eat. 
Scholars have suggested that this word should read korduki, 
which probably derives from the Middle Persian xwardikar, 
an amalgam of the words xwardig, meaning food, and kar, 
a suffix that functions as the agent. 


BACKGROUND 

Exilarch — xmba w: The Exilarch, who descended from 
he house of David, was recognized by the Jews as the heir 
o the scepter of Judah and entrusted with broad official 
powers. He was the leader of the Jews of the Persian Empire 
and their representative to the authorities, who regarded 
him as a member of a royal dynasty. Consequently, he 
enjoyed a lofty position within the Persian court. During 
various periods, he was even considered third in the royal 
hierarchy. The Exilarch was responsible for the collection of 
a major portion of the government taxes from the Jewish 
community, and could appoint leaders and judges whose 
powers included the imposition of corporal, and sometimes 
capital, punishment. 

Adjacent to the Exilarch’s home was a special rabbinical 
court appointed by him to deal with cases involving money 
and property in particular. He also seems to have had the 
authority to make certain appointments within the Jew- 
ish community throughout the country, although most of 
them were made in consultation with the heads of the great 
academies. The Exilarchs were referred to in the Talmud by 
the honorific title Mar before or after their name, and were 
devoted to the Torah. Some of them were indeed significant 
scholars in their own right. 
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The Gemara relates: Rav Pappi permitted the cooks [burdikei]' 
of the household of the Exilarch® to mash roasted grains" into 
a pot of food, to dissolve the accumulated foam. Rava said: Is 
there anyone who permits this matter in a place where servants 
are found? Servants are unlikely to be careful with regard to these 
prohibitions. They will use raw flour for this purpose, which will 
lead to a violation of the prohibition against leavened bread on 
Passover. Some say that Rava himself would add roasted grains 
into his own pot. 


MI SH NA One may not add flour to haroset, a sea- 


soned, pungent food, or to mustard, to 
dull the sharp taste. In both cases, the pungency of these foods 
might accelerate the leavening of the flour. And if one added flour 
to either of these, the mixture may be eaten immediately before 
it is leavened; and Rabbi Meir prohibits this, lest the food be 
leavened immediately. 


The mishna continues: One may not boil the Paschal lamb" in 
ordinary liquids" or in fruit juices, as the Torah explicitly states 
that it must be roasted. However, one may baste it while it is 
roasting and dip" it into liquid while eating it. 


The tanna further states: Water that has been used by a baker for 

cooling his hands or washing dishes should be poured out, be- 
cause this water leavens the dough, as the water probably contains 

a small quantity of flour and dough. 


G E M ARA Rav Kahana said: The dispute between 

Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis concerns a 
case where one adds flour to mustard, which is extremely pungent 
and will not leaven the flour immediately. But in a case where 
flour is added to the less pungent haroset, which will leaven the 


flour quickly, everyone agrees that the mixture must be burned 
immediately." 


And that opinion was also taught in a baraita: One may not add 
flour to haroset, and if one did add flour it should be burned 
immediately. With regard to flour that was added to mustard, 
Rabbi Meir says: It should be burned immediately, and the 
Rabbis say: It should be eaten immediately, before it is leavened. 
Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehuda, said that Rav Nahman said that 
Shmuel said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis concerning this issue. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said 
to Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehuda: 


NOTES 


Roasted grains — »p»pma: See Rashi and Tosafot. Some com- 
mentaries explain that this term refers to flour prepared from 
ground matza, i.e., matza meal (Mikhtam; Ritva). 


One may not boil the Paschal lamb - nos nx powan pr: 
It is not immediately apparent why this halakha is mentioned 
in the context of the halakhot of leavened bread. Some com- 
mentaries explain that after discussing the case of adding flour 
to fruit juice, the tanna incidentally adds the halakha of frui 
juice in the preparation of the Paschal lamb (Melekhet Shlomo; 
see Tosefot Yom Tov). 


Baste and dip - papa p29: Some commentaries explain tha 


Boiling the Paschal lamb in liquids — »pwna noan bwa: 
Although it is prohibited to boil the Paschal lamb in any type 
of liquid before it is roasted, one may baste the meat with 
liquids other than water (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban 
Pesah 8:7-8). 


Flour that fell into pungent spices — oydand bow nap 
Dq: If flour falls into mustard that contains water, it should 


HALAKHA 


basting is permitted only after roasting, but it is entirely prohib- 
ited before this stage (Rabbeinu Yehonatan; Nimmukei Yosef). 


Flour that is added to mustard or haroset - Sand nap 
Min: Some commentaries explain the difference between 
these two cases as follows: Since the flavor of mustard fades 
quickly, it is usually eaten immediately, and there is there- 
fore no concern that this mustard will be preserved for a 
significant period of time. However, other spices were gener- 
ally kept for a long time. Therefore, they should be burned 
immediately after they become mingled with flour, lest 
they be retained after having become leavened (Maharam 
Halawa). 


be eaten immediately. However if flour falls into other, less pun- 
gent spices, it must be burned as leavened bread. This ruling is 
in accordance with Rav Kahana’s explanation of the opinion of 
the Rabbis in the mishnaa. It is the custom in Ashkenazic com- 
munities not to eat mustard at all, as it belongs in the category 
of kitniyot, legumes (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 464, and in 
the comment of the Rema). 
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Did the Master say this statement with regard to haroset, or did 
the Master say it with regard to mustard? He said to him: What 
is the practical difference whether he was referring to haroset or 
mustard? Both of these are mentioned together, and the same 
halakha applies to both. 


He said to him: There is a difference with regard to that which was 

stated by Rav Kahana, as Rav Kahana said: The dispute between 

Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis concerns a case in which flour was 

added to mustard. However, if flour was added to haroset, every- 
one agrees that it must be burned immediately. Rav Nahman bar 
Yitzhak was asking Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehuda, whether he dis- 
agrees with Rav Kahana and maintains that the Rabbis dispute the 

halakha in the case of haroset as well. 


He said to him: I did not hear about this statement; that is to say, 
I do not hold in accordance with it. I do not distinguish between 
these two cases, as in my opinion the Rabbis permit one to eat even 
this haroset. 


Rav Ashi said: It is reasonable to rule in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Kahana, from the fact that Shmuel said that the 
halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who 
maintains that vinegar will prevent grain from becoming leavened. 
What, isn’t it correct to infer from here that vinegar added to flour 
does not shrink the grain and will even leaven it? According to this 
explanation, food that contains vinegar, e.g., haroset, is likely to be 
leavened immediately, as claimed by Rav Kahana. 


The Gemara rejects this interpretation: No, this is no proof, as per- 
haps Shmuel meant that, according to the opinion of the Rabbis, 
vinegar will neither cause the wheat to shrink nor leaven it. Con- 
sequently, this statement cannot serve as a proof of the opinion of 
the Rabbis with regard to haroset. 


The mishna taught that one may not boil the Paschal lamb in liquid. 
To explain this issue, the Gemara cites a baraita that interprets the 
verse: “You shall not eat it partially roasted, nor boiled in any way 
in water, but roasted with fire; its head with its legs, and with the 
innards in it” (Exodus 12:9). The Sages taught: “In water”; I have 
derived nothing other than the prohibition against boiling the 
Paschal lamb in water. From where do I know that it is likewise 
prohibited to boil it in other liquids? 


You said that this can be derived by means ofan a fortiori inference:" 
And just as water, which does not temper the taste of the food 
boiled in it, is prohibited for boiling the Paschal lamb, with regard 
to other liquids, which do temper the taste of the food boiled in 
them, is it not all the more so that it is prohibited to boil the Paschal 
lamb in them?” 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi provides a different derivation and says: 
From the phrase “In water,” I have derived nothing other than the 
prohibition against boiling the Paschal lamb in water. From where 
do I learn that it is likewise prohibited to boil it in other liquids? 
The verse states: “Nor boiled in any way,’ which means: In any 
case, i.e. boiling the Paschal lamb in any type of liquid is prohibited. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between these 
two derivations? The Gemara answers: The practical difference 
between them is with regard to meat that is roasted in a pot" 
without the addition of any liquid, but is cooked in its own juices. 
According to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, it is prohibited to prepare the 
Paschal lamb in this manner, as this is considered boiling, whereas 
the Rabbis maintain that an action is classified as boiling only if one 
adds liquid to the meat. 


NOTES 

that both of these tannaim accept the aie that we 
do not punish on the basis of a fortiori argumentation, the 
practical difference between them is as follows: According 
to the first tanna, one who cooks in liquids other than water 
is not punished with lashes by Torah law, whereas Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi maintains that he is liable to receive lashes 
for this offense. 


HALAKHA = —-W¥-—W¥_____- 
Boiling the Paschal lamb - npa rap wa: It is prohibited 
to boil the Paschal lamb, and one who does so, whether in 
water or in other liquids, is liable to receive lashes (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 8:7). 


That is roasted in a pot — 11? by: One who roasts the Pas- 
chal lamb in a pot and eats it is liable. The early commentar- 
ies ask why the Rambam rules in accordance with Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi here, contrary to the majority opinion of the 
Rabbis. Some say that the Rabbis actually agree with Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi’s opinion, and they dispute only his deriva- 
tion of this halakha (Kesef Mishne). Others suggest that the 
opinion of the Rabbis is not in fact the majority opinion in 
this particular case, as they merely accept the ruling of Rabbi 
Meir (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 8:8). 
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NOTES 
One can fulfill his obligation with a wafer that has been 
soaked — wT pa pyi: This evidently refers to a wafer 
that has been soaked in water; indeed, one version of the 


text of the Gemara is explicit in this regard. This wafer is con- 


sidered poor man's bread, as it was common for paupers to 
dip their bread in water before consumption (Maharshal). 


The dispute between tanna‘im with regard to a boiled 
wafer — bvaan pia Dgan npin: This dispute does 
not depend only on whether a boiled wafer retains the 
taste of matza or bread, as this could be determined by an 
expert taster. Instead, the dispute concerns the definition 
of this wafer. According to Rabbi Yosei, bread that has been 
boiled is no longer classified as bread, whereas Rabbi Meir 
maintains that it is still called bread (Maharam Halawa). 
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Roasted it and afterward boiled it — bwa JN) indy: If one 
roasted the Paschal lamb and afterward boiled it, or boiled itand 
then roasted it, he is liable for violating a prohibition, as stated in 
the baraita (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 8:8). 


A wafer that was soaked for matza - mab WH PPT One 
may use a soaked wafer as matza, but not a boiled wafer, even 
if it has not dissolved. The later commentaries suggest that the 
use of a soaked wafer is permitted only for the elderly or the sick 
(Magen Avraham), and it is the custom in many communities to 


The Gemara asks: And the Rabbis, with regard to that phrase, 


“boiled in any way,” what do they do with it? The Gemara answers: 


It is required for that which was taught in a baraita: If one boiled 

the Paschal lamb and afterward roasted it, or roasted it and after- 
ward boiled it," he is liable to receive lashes for boiling the Paschal 

lamb. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, if one boiled the Paschal lamb and af- 
terward roasted it, he is liable, as he boiled it first and is punished 
for this act. However, ifhe roasted it and afterward boiled it, and 
it is a food that has been roasted by fire, why is he liable? 


Rav Kahana said: In accordance with whose opinion is this barai- 
ta? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who main- 
tains that boiling after roasting nullifies the previous act of roasting. 
As it was taught in a baraita: One can fulfill his obligation to eat 
matza with a wafer that has been soaked’ in water or with a boiled 
wafer that has not yet dissolved; this is the statement of Rabbi 
Meir. Rabbi Yosei says: One can fulfill his obligation with a wafer 
that has been soaked in a cooked dish but not with a boiled wafer, 
even if it has not dissolved." Evidently, Rabbi Yosei maintains that 
food that was initially baked and subsequently boiled is no longer 
categorized as baked," and the same presumably applies to meat that 
was roasted and then boiled. 


Ulla said: Even if you say that the halakha with regard to boiled 
matza is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, there is no 
difficulty, as the cases of matza and the Paschal lamb are dissimilar 
in this regard. Here, with regard to the Paschal lamb, it is different, 
as the verse states: “Nor boiled in any way,’ which indicates that 
it is prohibited to boil it in any case. No restriction of this kind is 
stated with regard to matza. 


The Sages taught: I might have thought that if one roasted the 
Paschal lamb fully, he should be liable. Therefore, the verse states: 
“You shall not eat it partially roasted, nor boiled in any way in 
water” (Exodus 12:9). This verse teaches that I, God, said to you 
that the Paschal lamb is prohibited ifit is partially roasted or boiled 
in any way, but not ifit is fully roasted. One who roasts the Paschal 
lamb fully has not violated a prohibition. 


The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of this case that 
render it necessary for a verse to teach that roasting the Paschal lamb 
fully is not a violation of a prohibition? Rav Ashi said: This is refer- 
ring to a situation where one burned it." The verse indicates that 
even one who entirely burns the Paschal lamb does not violate this 
prohibition. 


The Sages taught: I might have thought that one who ate an olive- 
bulk portion of the Paschal sacrifice raw should be liable for violat- 
ing a prohibition. Therefore, the verse states: “You shall not eat it 

partially roasted [na], nor boiled in any way in water.’ This verse 

teaches that I, God, said to you that it is prohibited to eat the Pas- 
chal lamb partially roasted or boiled, but there is no prohibition 

against eating it raw. 


HALAKHA 


be especially stringent with regard to soaked matza. Since there 
are several reasons for being careful not to eat any matza that 
has come into contact with water, it is customary in these com- 
munities to be lenient about this issue only on the eighth day 
of Passover, which is observed solely outside of Israel (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 461:4). 


Roasted it until it burned - Damy ay indy: One who roasted 
the Paschal lamb until it burned is exempt, as stated in the barai- 
ta (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 8:6). 
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I might have thought that it is permitted to eat it raw ab initio. There- 
fore, the verse states: “But roasted with fire” (Exodus 12:9)." This 
teaches that the mitzva is to roast the Paschal lamb with fire, ab initio." 
The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of cooking that are 
defined as na, partially roasted? Rav said: As the Persians say: 
Avarnim,' half roasted. 


Rav Hisda said: One who cooks food in the hot springs of Tiberi- 
as™ on Shabbat is exempt. One violates the Shabbat prohibition of 
cooking only if he uses a fire. In the case of a Paschal lamb that was 
cooked, i.e., boiled, in the hot springs of Tiberias," one is liable for 
boiling the offering. 


The Gemara asks: Whatis different with regard to Shabbat, that one 
is not punished for cooking in this manner? The reason is that a fire, 
or a fire derivative, is required for an act to be defined as cooking on 
Shabbat, but there is no fire here, as the hot springs are not generated 
by fire. If so, with regard to the Paschal lamb as well, it is not a fire 
derivative, and it should not be considered boiling with regard to this 
prohibition either. 


Rava said: What is the meaning of the word liable that Rav Hisda 
taught? It means that in doing so one violated the positive mitzva, 
due to that which is written: “Roasted with fire.” In other words, one 
who boils the Paschal lamb in the hot springs of Tiberias did not in 
fact violate the prohibition of boiling the Paschal lamb, but he has also 
not fulfilled the positive mitzva to roast the offering. 


Rav Hiyya, son of Rav Natan, teaches this interpretation of Rav 
Hisda’s statement explicitly, i.e., that Rav Hisda himself said: One 
who cooks in the hot springs of Tiberias on Shabbat is exempt, and 
with regard to a Paschal lamb that was cooked in the hot springs of 
Tiberias, one is liable to receive punishment for this act. In doing so, 
he violated a positive mitzva, due to that which is written: “Roasted 
with fire.” 


Rava said: One who ate the Paschal lamb partially roasted, 


NOTES 


But roasted with fire [tzeli esh] - Ux by OX 5: Some com- A Paschal lamb that was cooked in the hot springs of Tiberias — 


mentaries cite a version of the Gemara that includes only the 
words tzeli esh, roasted with fire, from the verse: “And you shall 
eat the meat on this night roasted with fire” (Exodus 12:8). Other 
versions state ki im tzeli esh, but roasted with fire, which refers to 
the next verse: “You shall not eat it partially roasted, nor boiled 
in any way in water, but roasted with fire” 
difference between these two verses is that the first contains 
a positive mitzva to roast the Paschal lamb with fire, while the 
second consists of a negative prohibition not to prepare it any 


other way (Meiri). 


Nab ana bwaw nbs: How is it possible to cook the Pascha 
lamb in the hot springs of Tiberias when this offering may be 
eaten only in Jerusalem and is disqualified if taken outside the 
city? If water from the hot springs were brought to Jerusalem, i 
would certainly have cooled down in the meantime and could 
no longer be used for cooking. Some commentaries say tha 
this statement refers to the time before the Temple was built in 
Jerusalem, when it was permitted to offer the Paschal lamb in 
other places (Rabbi Shlomo HaKohen). However, the simples 
answer is that this is not a practical question but an inquiry into 
the precise definition of cooking. 


(Exodus 12:9). The 


HALAKHA 


LANGUAGE 
Avarnim — œX: Apparently from an amalgam of the 
Middle Persian abar and ném, meaning halfway. In this 
context, the word means half roasted. 


Ate it raw - m bow: If one eats an olive-bulk portion of the 
Paschal lamb raw he is not liable to lashes for transgressing the 
prohibition “You shall not eat it partially roasted.” However, he 
has violated the positive commandment to roast it “with fire” 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 8:6). 


One who cooks in the hot springs of Tiberias — "ana Swann 
rap: Although it is prohibited to cook in the hot springs of 
Tiberias on Shabbat, one who does so is exempt from punish- 


Hot springs of Tiberias - mav »an: The Tiberias hot springs, 
near the Sea of Galilee, contain geothermally heated ground- 
water at a constant temperature of 60° C, or 140° F. In general, 
the temperature of rocks within the earth increases with depth. 


BACKGROUND 


ment, as this type of cooking is permitted by Torah law (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 9:3). 


A Paschal lamb that was cooked in the hot springs of 
Tiberias — %39 "ana bwaw nbs: One is not liable to re- 
ceive lashes for cooking the Paschal lamb in the hot springs 
of Tiberias, although he has not fulfilled the mitzva to eat it 


“roasted with fire” (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban 


Pesah 8:10). 


When water percolates deeply enough into the crust, it will be 
heated as it comes into contact with hot rocks. Much of the 
earth's internal heat is produced by the decay of naturally radio- 
active elements, which is not fire in the normal sense of the term. 
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Perek II 
Daf41 Amud b 


NOTES 


Receives three sets of lashes — vow mph: Some commen- 
taries offer a different explanation of this statement. They 
say that according to Rava, one actually receives four sets 
of lashes, and the Gemara is referring to three categories of 
prohibitions for which he receives them. He receives two 
sets of lashes for the fact that the Paschal lamb was boiled, 
one because it was not roasted and the second because it 
was cooked; a third set because it was partially roasted; and 
a fourth set because it was not roasted properly (Tosefot Rid). 


A prohibition stated in general terms - nivdoaw wd: There 
are different types of prohibitions stated in general terms. 
Sometimes a single negative statement includes multiple 
prohibitions. For example, the verse with regard to priests: 
“They shall not take a woman that is a harlot or profaned” (Le- 
viticus 21:7), by virtue of a single negative statement prohibits 
priests from marrying two different categories of women. 
Another type of prohibition stated in general terms is exem- 
plified here with regard to the Paschal lamb and a nazirite, 
where there is a particular prohibition as well as a general 
prohibition. Yet another type of prohibition stated in general 
terms occurs when the biblical text does not delineate the 
details of the prohibition, which are supplied by the Sages. 


For example, the verse: “You shall not eat over the blood” 


(Leviticus 19:26), is explained as referring to many types of 
prohibitions (see Meiri). 


One set of lashes he does receive...one does not receive 
even one set of lashes — mm xb xn. xm: The meaning 
of this passage is subject to debate. Some commentaries 
explain that Rava agrees that one does not receive an ad- 
ditional set of lashes for a prohibition stated in general terms. 
However, he maintains that the verse “It shall be roasted with 
fire”is not in fact a prohibition stated in general terms. Instead 
this verse includes an additional prohibition, for which one 
is liable to another set of lashes. The same applies to the 
discussion with regard to a nazirite, as Rava contends that 
the phrase “nothing that is made of the grapevine” (Numbers 
6:4) is referring to an additional aspect of the prohibition 
(Maharam Halawa). 
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receives two sets of lashes, for the prohibitions: 


he receives two sets of lashes, for violating the prohibitions: “You 
shall not eat it partially roasted” (Exodus 12:9) and: “You shall only 
roasted with fire” (Exodus 12:9). One who ate it boiled 


“Nor shall it be 


boiled in any way in water” (Exodus 12:9), and “You shall only 


eat it... 


roasted with fire.” One who ate the Paschal lamb after it 


had been partially roasted and then boiled receives three sets of 
lashes," for eating the Paschal lamb partially roasted, for eating it 
boiled, and for failing to eat it roasted. 


wh by ppih px cvs vax 
mbbsaw 


Abaye said: One does not receive lashes for a prohibition stated 
in general terms." The prohibition inferred from the verse “You 


shall only eat it...roasted in fire” includes many types of cooking, and 
one is not punished with lashes for violating this mitzva, as it is a 
general prohibition that includes meat cooked in several different 


ways. 
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Some say that Abaye said: It is two sets of lashes that he does not 
receive, as the mitzva that the Paschal lamb be roasted with fire does 


not add to the specific prohibitions against eating it partially roast- 
ed or cooked. However, at any rate one set of lashes he does 
receive." Therefore, one who prepared a Paschal lamb without 
properly cooking it but without roasting it is punished with lashes 
for failing to roast it “with fire.” 
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Some say that one does not receive even one set of lashes" for 
violating this prohibition, as the prohibition he transgressed is not 


specific to one matter, like the prohibition against muzzling. The 
principle that one is liable to receive lashes for violating a prohibi- 
tion is derived from the juxtaposition of the mitzva: “You shall not 
muzzle an ox while it treads out the corn” (Deuteronomy 25:4.) with 
the verses that deal with lashes. It is inferred from this juxtaposition 
that one is not liable to receive lashes for violating prohibitions that 
are dissimilar to that of muzzling, e.g., a prohibition that is not 
specific to one matter. 
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The Gemara cites a parallel dispute with regard to a different halakha. 
Rava said: If a nazirite ate a grape skin he receives two sets of 
lashes, as the verse states: “All the days that he is a nazirite he shall 
he eat nothing that is made of the grapevine; from pressed grapes 


to a grape pit he shall not eat” (Numbers 6:4). He receives two sets 
of lashes, one for eating food that grew on a grapevine and one for 
consuming the skin of a grape. Likewise, if he ate a grape pit he 
receives two sets of lashes, one for eating a grape pit and the other 
for eating a grape product. Ifhe ate a grape skin and a grape pit" he 
receives three sets of lashes, one for eating the grape skin, one for 
eating the grape pit, and the third for eating a grape product. 
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Abaye said: As with regard to the Paschal lamb, one does not re- 
ceive lashes for a prohibition stated in general terms. Some say 
that according to Abaye, it is two sets of lashes that he does not 
receive; however, at any rate one set of lashes he does receive. And 
some say: One does not receive even one set of lashes for trans- 
gressing this prohibition, as the prohibition he transgressed is not 


specific to one matter, like the prohibition against muzzling. 


Eaten partially roasted and then boiled — Suna x) bay: 

With regard to one who ate meat from a Paschal lamb that 
was partially roasted and then boiled, he is liable to receive 
only one set of lashes, as both prohibitions are included in the 
same general category. Apparently, the Rambam understands 
this dispute between Abaye and Rava in a manner similar to 
Rashi’s understanding of it (Lehem Mishne; Rambam Sefer Kor- 
banot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 8:4). 


HALAKHA 


Ate a grape skin and a grape pit — j %91 at Sone: A nazirite 
who ate a grape skin and a grape pit is liable to receive two 
sets of lashes for violating the two prohibitions specified in the 
verse. However, he does not receive a third set of lashes for the 
prohibition stated in general terms in the verse (Numbers 6:4): 
“Nothing that is made of the grapevine” (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 5:8). 
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The Sages taught: If one ate a partially roasted olive-bulk of the 
Paschal lamb while it was still day on the fourteenth of Nisan, he 
is exempt." Ifhe ate a partially roasted olive-bulk after dark, he 
is liable to receive lashes. If he ate a roasted olive-bulk of the 
Paschal lamb while it was still day" on the fourteenth of Nisan, 
he has not disqualified himself from his group. Once he has 
started eating the offering, he may not leave the group he joined 
that arranged to partake together of a single Paschal lamb. Never- 
theless, this case is different, as he began eating before the obliga- 
tion to eat the Paschal lamb went into effect, and therefore he has 
not disqualified himself from his group by eating the Paschal lamb 
of another group. However, if he ate a roasted olive-bulk after 
dark, when he is obligated to eat the Paschal lamb, he disqualifies 
himself from the group he had joined. 


It was taught in another baraita: I might have thought that one 
who eats a partially roasted olive-bulk of the Paschal lamb while 
it was still day is liable to receive lashes. And this is a logical 
derivation by means of an a fortiori inference: If at the time when 
one is included in the mitzva to arise and eat the roasted Paschal 
lamb, he is also included in the prohibition not to eat it partially 
roasted, then at a time when one is not included in the mitzva 
to arise and eat the roasted Paschal lamb, isn’t it right that he 
should be included in the prohibition not to eat it partially 
roasted? 


Or perhaps this is not the case, as the opposite can be stated: At 
the time when one is not included in the mitzva to arise and 
eat the roasted Paschal lamb, he is included in the prohibition 
not to eat it partially roasted. However, at a time when one is 
included in the mitzva to arise and eat the roasted Paschal lamb, 
he is not included in the prohibition not to eat it partially roast- 
ed, as the prohibition applies only before one is permitted to eat 
the Paschal lamb. 


The Gemara adds: And do not be confounded by this suggestion, 
as the prohibition against eating from the Paschal lamb is relaxed 
because of special circumstances with regard to roasted meat. 
Before nightfall of the fifteenth of Nisan it is prohibited to eat the 
Paschal lamb regardless of how it was prepared, but once it grows 
dark it is permitted to eat it roasted. Perhaps the relaxation of this 
prohibition indicates that one who eats a partially roasted Paschal 
lamb after nightfall also does not violate a transgression. 


Therefore, the verse states: “You shall not eat it partially roasted, 
nor boiled in any way [bashel mevushal] in water, but roasted 
with fire” (Exodus 12:9). As there is no need for the verse to state: 
“Roasted with fire,” since the previous verse already said: “On this 
night you shall eat the meat roasted with fire” (Exodus 12:8), what 
then is the meaning when the second verse states: “Roasted with 
fire”? This verse comes to tell you that at the time when one is 
included in the mitzva to arise and eat the roasted Paschal lamb, 
he is also included in the prohibition not to eat it partially roast- 
ed, whereas at a time when one is not included in the mitzva to 
arise and eat the roasted Paschal lamb, he is not included in the 
prohibition not to eat it partially roasted either. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: I could have simply read “boiled 
[bashel],” as this word suffices to teach that eating a boiled Paschal 
lamb is prohibited after dark. What is the meaning when the verse 
states the seemingly superfluous word mevushal, which also 
means boiled? These two words together are translated as “boiled 
in any way.’ As I might have thought that I have only derived 
that this prohibition applies when it was boiled after dark, when 
the obligation to eat the Paschal lamb is in effect. From where do 
I derive that one is liable if he boils it while it was still day? 
The verse states the inclusive phrase bashel mevushal, which 
teaches that this prohibition applies in any case. 


HALAKHA 

Partially roasted meat eaten before the proper time - x2 
jot ab bxy: If one ate from a Paschal lamb that was par- 
tially roasted or boiled while it was still day, he is not liable to 
receive lashes. The reason is that he does not receive lashes for 
violating this prohibition before the time of the eating of the 
Paschal lamb, as stated in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 8:4). 


Roasted. ..Paschal lamb while it was still day - tiyan by 
Dit: One who ate an olive-bulk of roasted meat from the Pas- 
chal lamb during the day has violated the mitzva (Exodus 
12:8):And you shall eat the meat on this night” (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 8:5). 
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—— NOTES 
Bashel mevushal -bwan hwa: See Tosafot, who discuss this type 
of formulation. There is an opinion among the tannaiim that no 
halakhot can be derived from extraneous language of this kind. 
This is considered merely the Torah speaking in the language 
of men, even if the Torah does not usually repeat a word in this 
manner. Nevertheless, according to the opinion that halakhot 


can indeed be learned from this wording, all possible mean- 


ings should be derived, including those that extend beyond the 
ordinary implication of the term. 


Perek II 
Daf 42 Amuda 


HALAKHA 

Unblemished animals for maintaining the Temple - oman 
man piv: One may not consecrate an unblemished animal 
for its value to be used for maintaining the Temple, as animals 
of this kind may be consecrated only as offerings. One who 
consecrates an unblemished animal for maintaining the Temple 
transgresses a positive mitzva (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Arakhin VaHaramim 5:6). 
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The Gemara asks: But Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi himself derived 
from the expression “bashel mevushal” the prohibition against 
roasting the meat of the Paschal lamb in a pot, i.e., cooking the 
meat in a pot without the addition of liquids, and the prohibi- 
tion against boiling it with other liquids. How can he derive 
another halakha from this same phrase? 


The Gemara answers: If so, i.e. if this verse is referring only to 
the matter of cooking meat with other liquids or without any 
liquids, let the verse say either “bashel bashel” or “mevushal 
mevushal,” and one halakha would be derived from the extrane- 
ous word. What is derived from the varied wording “bashel 
mevushal”? Learn from this verse two halakhot, one with regard 
to the manner of the cooking of the Paschal lamb, and the other 
concerning the time ofits cooking. 


The Sages taught: If one ate from a roasted Paschal lamb when 
it was still day, he is liable to receive lashes, and likewise if one 
ate after dark an olive-bulk that was partially roasted, he is 
liable to receive lashes. 


This baraita taught that the case of roasted meat is similar to 
the case of partially roasted meat: Just as one who consumes 
partially roasted meat is in violation of a prohibition, so too, 
one who consumes this roasted meat while it is still day is in 
violation of a prohibition. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, with regard to partially roasted 
meat, it is written: “You shall not eat it partially roasted” (Ex- 
odus 12:9). However, with regard to meat that has been roasted, 
from where do we derive that one who eats it before the proper 
time has committed a transgression? 


The Gemara answers: As it is written: “And they shall eat the 
meat on that night, roasted with fire, and matzot; with bitter 
herbs they shall eat it” (Exodus 12:8). The Gemara derives from 
this verse: At night, yes, the Paschal lamb may be eaten; how- 
ever, by day, no, it may not be eaten in any manner. 


The Gemara asks: This is a prohibition that comes by inference 
from a positive mitzva, i.e., it is not stated in the Torah in the 
form ofa prohibition. There is a principle that every prohibition 
that comes by inference from a positive mitzva is classified 
as a positive mitzva. One who transgresses a mitzva of this kind 
is considered to have transgressed a positive mitzva, not a 
prohibition. 


The Gemara answers that Rav Hisda said: In accordance with 
whose opinion is this baraita? 


It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, as it was 
taught in a baraita: “Either a bull or a lamb that has anything 
too long or too short, you may offer it as a free-will offering 
[to the Temple treasury]; but for a vow [as a sacrifice] it shall 
not be accepted” (Leviticus 22:23). From here we learn that it, 
i.e., a blemished animal, you may consecrate for maintaining 
the Temple, but you may not consecrate unblemished animals 
for maintaining the Temple. In other words, any animal fit 
to be sacrificed as an offering may not be consecrated for main- 
taining the Temple but only as an offering. From here the 
Sages stated: Whoever consecrates unblemished animals for 
maintaining the Temple! transgresses a positive mitzva. 
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From here I have only derived that he violates a positive mitzva; 

from where do I derive that he also transgresses a prohibition? The 

verse states at the beginning of that passage: “And the Lord spoke to 

Moses saying” (Leviticus 22:17). This introductory statement teach- 
es with regard to the entire portion that a prohibition applies to it. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


The baraita adds that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to Bar Kappara: 
From where may it be inferred that this is the case? How does Rab- 
bi Yehuda derive his statement that a prohibition applies to the entire 
portion from the phrase “And the Lord spoke to Moses saying”? 


He said to him: As it is written: “Saying [leimor]? Rabbi Yehuda 
expounds this term as though it read: Say no [lo emor]. In other words, 
the word no, an expression of prohibition, is stated" with regard 
to the subsequent matters," which means that these mitzvot are 
categorized as prohibitions. 


In the school of Rav they say a slightly different explanation: The 

term: Saying, can be expounded as if it were written lav emor, mean- 
ing: Saya prohibition. In other words, the verse indicates that Moses 

was instructed to inform the Jewish people of a prohibition. This 

teaches that any mitzva introduced by the word leimor should be 

treated as a prohibition. Since the halakhot of the Paschal lamb are 

preceded by the phrase: “And the Lord spoke to Moses and to Aaron 
in the Land of Egypt saying” (Exodus 12:1), it can be inferred that the 

subsequent mitzvot are also prohibitions. 


We learned in the mishna: Water that has been used by a baker for 
cooling his hands or washing dishes must be poured out, as it contains 
a small, undefined quantity of leavened dough. It was taught in one 
baraita: One may pour out this water in a place with an incline, and 
he may not pour it out ina level place where the water collects. And 
it was taught in another baraita: One may even pour out this water 
in a level place where the water collects." 


The Gemara resolves this contradiction: This is not difficult. This 
baraita, which states that it is prohibited to pour out this water in a 
level place, is referring to a large amount of water that will collect in 
one place. Since there is a large amount of water, the flour in the water 
will not be absorbed into the ground but will leaven. Conversely, that 
baraita, which states that it is permitted to pour out the water in a 
level place, is referring to a situation where there was not a large 
amount of water, so that it will not collect. Instead, this water will be 
absorbed into the ground before the dough leavens. 


Rav Yehuda said: A woman may knead matza dough only with 
water that rested," i.e., water that was left indoors overnight to cool. 
If water is added to dough immediately after it was drawn, when it is 
still lukewarm, the dough will leaven at a faster rate. 


The Gemara relates: Rav Mattana taught this halakha in Paphunya. 
On the next day, the eve of Passover, everyone brought their jugs to 
him and said to him: Give us water. They misunderstood his expres- 
sion mayim shelanu, water that rested, as the near homonym mayim 
shelanu, our water, i.e., water that belongs to the Sage, and they there- 
fore came to take water from his house. He said to them: I say and 
meant: Water that rested [devitu] in the house overnight. 


Pouring out water used by a baker — 


HALAKHA 
DIAM a naw: With 


pared with water that was left overnight, whether the water 


regard to water used by a baker to wash his hands or his vessels, 
after the time that leaven is forbidden, it should be poured out 
onto a place with an incline so it will not gather together and be- 
come leavened. Although the Gemara cites a baraita that permits 
one to pour this water onto a flat area where it will be collected, 
it is proper to be stringent in this regard, as the Gemara does not 
provide the precise parameters of the necessary circumstances 
for this to be permitted (Meiri; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 459:4). 


Water that rested — ww na: Matza for Passover must be pre- 


comes from cisterns, springs, or rivers (Rosh). The water should 
be drawn at twilight. It should be kept overnight in a house if 
it is warm outdoors, and it should be kept outside if it is cold, 
although in the latter case it should be brought into the house 
before sunrise. When the water is carried outside it must be 
covered. Since the drawing of water is part of the matza-baking 
process, it should be performed by a Jew. The water used for the 
matza that will be eaten on the first night of Passover should be 
drawn with specially designated vessels (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 455:1). 


NOTES 
No is stated - 12%) xb: Rabbeinu Hananel and other 
early commentaries cite a version of the text that reads: 
Lo yumar, it shall not be substituted. In other words, do 
not exchange, i.e., violate, these matters, and anyone who 
does so transgresses a prohibition. 


No is stated with regard to the subsequent matters — 
D374 WN) x: See Tosafot, who explain that this deri- 
vation applies only to a prohibition that stems from a 

positive mitzva. However, Rabbeinu Hananel apparently 

maintains that if the first verse of a chapter includes the 

word: Saying, the violation of any of its positive mitzvot 
constitutes the transgression of a prohibition. 
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HALAKHA =—W¥———_—_—_- 
May not knead in the sun - mana win x: Itis prohibited 
to knead the dough for matza in a place where the sun 
shines. On a cloudy day it is prohibited to knead this dough 
anywhere outdoors, based on the principle that the effect of 
the sun is widespread on a cloudy day. Likewise, one should 
not knead the dough for matza near a heated oven (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 459:1). 


She may not remove her hand - a) maA x: Dough that 
is being used in the preparation of matza should not be left 
idle even momentarily, for as long as it is being worked it will 
not become leavened (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 459:2). 


Vessels for kneading and mixing — apn mh obs: 
A woman kneading dough for matza should not mix the 
dough with the same water she uses to cool her hands. 
Instead, she must prepare a different vessel for this purpose 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 459:3). 


She transgressed and kneaded dough improperly - may 
yp xo my: If a woman prepared matza dough in the 
sun or neglected to cool her hands, this matza is permitted 
after the fact, in accordance with the opinion of Mar Zutra, 
provided that the dough was not actually heated by the sun, 
as stated by the Bah, Hawvot Yair, and others (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 459:5). 


NOTES 

Water collected [hagerufin] in an urn heated by coals 

[mulyar] - whan ya panai oa: Many early commentaries 

cite a version of the Gemara that omits the word mulyar, 
an urn heated by coals. They explain that this statement 
is referring to water that flows in rivers (Arukh; Rabbeinu 

Yehonatan; Rif; Nimmukei Yosef). This interpretation is based 

on the verse: “The brook Kishon swept them away [gerafam]" 
(Judges 5:21). Others suggest that this phrase is referring to 

water that moves a flour mill (Maharam Halawa). According 

to this explanation, with regard to water from cisterns or 
wells, there is no need to keep it overnight before it can be 

used for matza, as it does not require cooling. 


And she may not remove her hand — AP PAA xy: Some 
commentaries explain that this means she should not stop 
working with the dough until she has baked everything. 
Others say that she must constantly work with the dough 
until it is placed in the oven. Yet others maintain that she 
must be careful that the oven remains lit until the last matza 
has been baked (Ritva). 


LANGUAGE 
An urn heated by coals [mulyar] - why: From the Greek 
wtAtdptoy, miliarion, or the Latin miliarium, a tall, pointed 
copper vessel containing pipes that heat the water inside. 
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Rava taught: A woman may not knead dough for matza in the 
sun," nor with water that has been heated by the sun, nor with 
water collected [hagerufin] in an urn heated by coals [mulyar]™: 
And in addition, she may not remove her hand" from the oven, 
i.e. interrupt her baking, until she finishes forming all the loaves 
from the dough, so that it should not become leavened in the in- 
terim. And she requires two vessels, one in which she mixes the 
water into the dough and one in which she cools her hands so that 
the heat from her hands does not cause the dough to leaven." 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: If she transgressed 
and kneaded the dough with warm water," what is the halakha? 
Mar Zutra said: It is permitted after the fact. Rav Ashi said: It is 
forbidden. 


Mar Zutra said: From where do I say my opinion on this issue? As 
it was taught in a baraita: One may not soak barley on Passover, 
and if one soaked barley and it split, the barley is forbidden. If it 
did not split, the barley is permitted. This case indicates that even 
if one violates the principles established by the Sages with regard to 
adding water to flour on Passover, the product is forbidden only 
after the fact if it actually leavened. 


And Rav Ashi said in response: Is that to say that all of them are 
woven in the same act of weaving? In other words, is the halakha 
identical in all cases? Where it was stated that the Sages did not 
punish the violator by rendering his food prohibited, it was stated; 
and where it was not stated that they refrained from punishing the 
violator, it was not stated. It is therefore possible that the Sages 
rendered dough kneaded with warm water forbidden, to punish the 
woman who prepared it in this manner. 
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This chapter focused on two main issues: The prohibition against deriving benefit 
from leaven and the delineation of which foods may be used for the mitzvot of eating 
matza and bitter herbs. 


With regard to the prohibition against eating leaven, the Gemara established that 
there is a biblical prohibition against deriving benefit from leaven throughout the 
Festival. This prohibition applies to any leaven owned by a Jew, whether in his posses- 
sion or under the control of a gentile. According to Torah law, leaven that remained 
in a Jew’s possession during the Festival is permissible afterward. However, in order 
to discourage any laxity in this regard, the Sages forbade one to gain any benefit from 
such leaven. 


The commandment to eat matza is integrally connected to the prohibition concern- 
ing leaven. Therefore, only those grains that can become leavened when left unat- 
tended may be used to produce matza. The Gemara limits them to the classic five 
grains: Wheat, barley, spelt, rye, and oats. 


The vegetables that may be used for the bitter herbs are limited to those with a bitter 
taste, that come from plants with a sap, and that are eaten by people within a meal. 


With regard to both matza and bitter herbs, the Gemara concluded that if prohibited 
produce is used in their preparation, whether the produce is prohibited by biblical 
or rabbinic force, one does not fulfill the mitzva of eating matza or bitter herbs with 
them. However, if the only issue is that a mitzva should have been performed with the 
produce before eating it, and it wasn't performed, i.e., if tithes for the priesthood were 
not separated, then despite the neglect, one still fulfills his obligation of eating matza. 
However, one should ensure that the mitzva is fulfilled before eating it ab initio. 


This chapter addresses only the basic definitions of matza and bitter herbs. Other is- 
sues pertaining to their actual consumption at the seder on the evening of Passover 
are addressed in the final chapter of tractate Pesahim, Chapter Ten. 


Summary of 
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Seven days shall there be no leaven found in your 
houses; for whoever eats that which is leavened, that 
soul shall be cut off from the congregation of Israel, 
whether he is a stranger or born in the land. You shall 
eat nothing leavened; in all your habitations shall 
you eat matzot. 


(Exodus 12:19-20) 


Matzot shall be eaten seven days; and no leavened 
bread shall be seen with you, neither shall there be 
leaven seen with you, in all your borders. 


(Exodus 13:7) 


While the previous chapters dealt with the various prohibitions concerning leaven, 
the precise definition of the types of foods that are included in the prohibitions was 
not discussed. This issue forms the central theme of this chapter. The Torah states 
explicitly only that leaven and leavened bread are prohibited. However, it remains 
unclear whether other foods that contain leavened ingredients should also be covered 
by this prohibition. Is one permitted to retain possession of a mixture of leaven and 
other foods? Does its consumption entail the same punishment of karet as one who 
eats leavened bread? What proportion of the mixture needs to be leaven in order to 
entail the various prohibitions? Furthermore, what are the halakhot pertaining to 
leavened material that is not meant for consumption? Is there nevertheless a prohibi- 
tion to eat it, or to be in possession of it? 


Another issue discussed here is at what point in the leavening process is a food con- 
sidered to have become fully leavened and therefore included in the prohibitions? 
This immediately gives rise to other questions: When does one need to be concerned 
that a food might have become leavened, and what is the status of foods that were 
only partially leavened? 


The discussion surrounding these issues also serves to highlight the relationship be- 
tween the two prohibitions concerning leaven. Is the prohibition against possessing 
leaven merely a biblical safeguard to ensure that one does not come to eat it, or is it 
an independent prohibition that exists parallel to the prohibition against eating it? 


In short, this chapter serves to complete the discussions concerning the prohibitions 
of leaven by defining what precisely is included in the various prohibitions. 
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Perek III 
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KYT RAYON - V WA N PADI 
SPAY PAY — 107} MAD 


MI S H NA And for possessing these" one trans- 


gresses [overin]™" the prohibitions 
of: It shall not be seen, and: It shall not be found, on Pass- 
over, although not all of them are considered food: Baby- 
lonian kutah," a dip with a sharp flavor that contains flour; 
Median beer; Edomite vinegar; Egyptian zitom,' a type of 
beer; dyers’ broth [zoman];' bakers’ well-worked dough; 
and kolan of soferim. 


Rabbi Eliezer says: The same prohibition also applies to 
women’s adornments, i.e., cosmetics, that contain leaven. 


This is the principle: If one possesses any substance that is 
derived from a type of grain that became leavened, al- 
though it is not actually bread, one transgresses the prohi- 
bitions of: It shall not be seen, and: It shall not be found, on 
Passover. These substances are included in the warning," 
i.e, the biblical prohibition of possessing leaven, but there 
is no element of karet if one eats them. 

Since the mishna mentions kutah, 


GE MA the Gemara cites a baraita where 


kutah is discussed. The Sages taught that three things were 
said with regard to kutah: It blocks the heart, it blinds the 
eyes, and it weakens the body. 


The Gemara explains each statement: It blocks the heart 
due to the whey. Whey was added to kutah and was consid- 
ered to be an inferior type of food. It blinds the eyes due to 
the salt in it, which can be dangerous if it enters the eyes. 
And it weakens the body due to the mold in the bread, as 
one of the ingredients of kutah was crumbs from dough that 
had become leavened to the point that they were nearly 
spoiled. 


After mentioning this baraita, the Gemara continues to dis- 
cuss the nutritional effects of other foods. The Sages taught: 
Three things increase one’s waste, lower one’s stature, and 
take one five-hundredth of a person’s vision if he eats them 
regularly. And they are: Bread from coarse flour, new beer, 
and raw vegetables. 


Similarly, the Sages taught in another baraita: Three things 
decrease one’s waste, straighten one’s stature, and im- 
prove one’s vision, and they are: Bread from fine flour, 
fatty meat, and aged wine. The Gemara explains: Fine 


bread 


is made from refined flour; fatty meat refers to meat from 
a goat that has not yet given birth;" and aged wine refers 
to wine that has been aged significantly, for at least three 
years. 


NOTES 


And for possessing these — trey: A different version of the Gemara 
does not include the connecting prefix vav, meaning: And. This 
omission indicates that there is no connection between this mishna 
and the previous one; conversely, those who accept the version 
with a vav maintain that there is a connection between the two 
mishnayot. The previous mishna explains that the water used by a 
baker may not be kept in one's possession on Passover, although it 
is not actually leavened bread. Similarly, this mishna discusses other 
items that are not in themselves leavened bread but contain only a 
small amount of leavened matter (Melekhet Shlomo). 


Transgresses [overin] — praiy: There are different opinions with 
regard to the meaning of the word overin. Some explain that it is 
referring to the transgression of the prohibitions: It shall not be 
seen, and: It shall not be found (Rashi; geonim; Rav Yehuda ben 
Rav Binyamin HaRofeh; and others). Others maintain, based on the 
alternative translation of over as pass, that the word means that the 
items listed must be removed from the table since they contain 
leaven, and it is prohibited to eat them (Rabbeinu Hananel; Meiri; 
Ritva). Yet others interpret this word to mean that these items must 
be removed from one's possession before Passover (Rabbi Zerahya 
HaLevi; Rabbeinu Gershom; Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


Kutah — nmia: Kutah was a typical Babylonian dip made from whey, 
salt, and bread that fermented to the point of moldiness. This dip 
was so sharp that it could be eaten only by the Babylonians, who 
were accustomed to eating it. In the Mishna, it is referred to as 
Babylonian kutah. 


HALAKHA 
For possessing these one transgresses — jai by: If on Passover 
one possesses an item containing leaven mixed with other ingre- 
dients that is fit for consumption, he has transgressed the com- 
mandments of: It shall not be seen, and: It shall not be found. Any 
such items must be removed from one’s possession before Passover 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 442:1). 


These are included in the warning - 771K by 1: One who eats 
food containing a mixture of leaven on Passover is not liable to be 
punished with karet. If one eats an olive-bulk of the mixture in the 
time it takes to eat half a loaf of bread, then he is liable to receive 
lashes, in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 1:6). 


LANGUAGE 
Zitom - Dim: From the Greek C806, zuthos, or Latin zythum, mean- 
ing beer made from barley, especially in Egypt. 


Broth [zoman] - pit: From the Greek Cwpds, zomos, meaning broth 
that contains bran. 


NOTES 
A goat that has not yet given birth - nnay xt KAPY: Others 
explain that this phrase may also refer to young birds that have not 
yet laid eggs (Rabbeinu Hananel; Arukh). 
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—— BACKGROUND ——______- 
Moist ginger - x27 sYa: Ginger is obtained from the root 
of Zingiber officinale. Extracts of ginger are used in foods, condi- 
ments, baked confections, candies, beverages, cosmetics and 
perfumes. Overall, ginger products vary considerably in taste, 
pungency and smell, while the root varies in consistency, de- 
pending on the country of origin and the variety of the crop. 
Traditionally, the warming and aromatic properties of ginger 
have led to its use for numerous indications, including as an 
expectorant or to treat colds, often in teas or soups. 


Ginger plant 


Fresh ginger roots 


_ NOTES | 

This is called Edomite vinegar — ait Yain ini pyp: As 
indicated in the blessings given to Jacob by Isaac (Genesis 27:40), 
the fact that these blessings are granted to the Jewish people, 
rather than the descendants of Esau, is dependent upon the mer- 
its of the Jews. While the Temple stood, the libations that were 
poured on the altar served as a source of blessing for the wine 
of Jews, assuring that it would not spoil. After the destruction of 
the Temple and the cessation of the libations, that blessing was 
transferred to the Edomites, who are descendants of Esau, as 
stated in tractate Megilla 6a (Maharsha). 


One who produces temed — Tama: If one adds water to wine 
dregs and filters it, and he finds that there are four parts of liquid 
for every three parts with which he started, then he must assume 
that the additional portion is wine, and he is obligated to sepa- 
rate tithes from this mixture for the additional portion. If he finds 
less than four parts for every three parts he added, and certainly if 
he finds the same amount that he initially added, then he is not 
required to tithe the mixture. This ruling is in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis who dispute Rabbi Yehuda’s position, as 
Rabbi Yehuda is an individual Sage in dispute with many Sages, 
and the halakha accords with the majority opinion (Rambam 
Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Ma‘aserot 2:7). 
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The Gemara states a general principle: Any food or medical treat- 
ment that is effective in healing this sickness or this limb is 
deleterious for that one. And any food or treatment that is 
deleterious for this one is effective in healing that one, except 
for moist ginger,’ long peppers, and bread made of refined 
flour, and fatty meat, and aged wine, which are effective to heal 
all limbs of the body. 


The Gemara returns to its discussion of the details mentioned in 
the mishna. Why is Median beer prohibited during Passover? It 
is because the Medians place barley water into it. 


And Edomite vinegar is prohibited because the Edomites place 
barley into it. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Initially, when the Temple 
stood and they would bring wine libations from Judea, the 
wine would be blessed and would be preserved without any 
additives. The wine of Judea would not turn to vinegar 
unless they placed barley into it to achieve this effect. And they 
would call this vinegar to which barley had been added ordinary 
vinegar, since wine would not become vinegar without this 
additive. 


And now, after the destruction of the Temple, Edomite wine 

does not turn to vinegar unless one places barley into it. This 

is called Edomite vinegar,’ to fulfill that which is stated with 

regard to Tyre, and the same applies to other enemies of the 

Jewish people: “Because Tyre has said against Jerusalem: Aha, 
she is broken that was the gate of the peoples; she is turned unto 

me; I shall be filled with her that is laid waste” (Ezekiel 26:2). 
The Sages expound: If this one, Jerusalem, is full, then that one, 
her enemy, is laid waste; and if this enemy is full, then she, Je- 
rusalem, is laid waste. Therefore, when the Jewish people fall, 
their enemies can achieve the success that was once attained by 

the Jews. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: This notion can be 

derived from here, where the verse states regarding Esau and 

Jacob: “The one people shall be stronger than the other people” 
(Genesis 25:23), meaning that when one nation gains power, the 

other is weakened, because they cannot both be strong at the 

same time. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda said: In Judea, 
initially, one who would purchase vinegar from an am ha‘aretz, 
i.e., one who is not scrupulous in matters of ritual purity and 
tithes and is therefore suspect of not having tithed his fruit prop- 
erly, would not need to tithe it due to the fact that it can be 
assumed that ordinary vinegar was made only from temed, a 
liquid produced from grape remnants. After filtering the wine 
from the stems, seeds, and skins, water was poured over these 
remnants. The liquid was then drained off and allowed to fer- 
ment until it became vinegar. This liquid was called temed, and 
it is not necessary to tithe it. Vinegar was produced in this way 
because the wine of that time was so strong that it did not turn 
to vinegar on its own. But now, one who purchases vinegar 
from an am ha ‘aretz must tithe it, as the wine nowadays turns 
to vinegar quickly, and the presumption is that vinegar comes 
only from wine. 


The Gemara asks: But does Rabbi Yehuda hold that temed is 
not subject to tithing? Wasn’t it taught in a mishna: With re- 
gard to one who produces temed" and adds a measured amount 
of water and afterward finds a corresponding amount of liquid 
to that which he measured, he is exempt from tithing this temed 
because it is clear that the grape produce added only flavor and 
did not add to the volume of the temed. And Rabbi Yehuda 
obligates one to tithe the temed even in that case. If this is so, how 
can Rabbi Yehuda permit a person to purchase temed from an 


am haaretz? According to his opinion in this baraita, temed must 
be tithed. 
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The Gemara answers: This is what Rabbi Yehuda is saying: One is 
required to tithe temed; however, amei ha'aretz are not suspected 
of failing to tithe temed. Because temed is so inexpensive, the assump- 
tion is that amei haaretz are not sparing with it and are willing to 
tithe it. If you wish, say instead that even if amei haaretz are sus- 
pected of failing to tithe temed, and this is not difficult for the fol- 
lowing reason: This mishna is referring to a case where the temed 
was produced with dregs that contain some amount of wine, and 
therefore Rabbi Yehuda says that a person is required to tithe it. That 
baraita is referring to a case where the temed was produced with 
grape pits; because it is assumed that no wine is mixed into the 
temed, Rabbi Yehuda states that one is exempt from tithing it. 


It is stated in the mishna that Egyptian zitom is considered leavened 
food. The Gemara asks: What is Egyptian zitom? 


Rav Yosef taught from a baraita: It is one-third barley, one-third 
safflower, and one-third salt. 


Rav Pappa removes barley from the list of ingredients and includes 
wheat; he maintains that Egyptian zitom was made with wheat 
rather than barley. The Gemara comments: Your mnemonic to re- 
member which Sage expressed which version is the word sisanei, 
meaning a twig basket. Sisanei contains the letter samekh twice, 
which can help one remember that Rav Yosef, whose name contains 
a samekh, says that Egyptian zitom is made from se’orim, barley, a 
word that contains the letter sin, which makes the same sound as 
samekh. 


The Gemara describes how Egyptian zitom is prepared: Those who 
prepare it soak the ingredients together, and then they roast them 
and grind them together. They drink the mixture from Passover to 
Shavuot. This drink relaxes the bowels of one who is constipated, 
and it constipates one whose bowel movements are loose. How- 
ever, it is dangerous for a sick person or a pregnant woman to 
drink this mixture. 


It was taught in the mishna that dyers’ broth is considered leavened. 
The Gemara explains: Here, in Babylonia, they interpreted that this 
is bran water [maya dehivri]" that people use to dye leather. 


It was further stated in the mishna that bakers’ well-worked dough 
is also considered leavened. The Gemara explains the nature of this 
substance: It is bread made from grain that was harvested before it 
was one-third ripe and then made into a loaf. This loaf was placed 
on top of a pot to draw out the filth from the broth. 


It was further taught in the mishna that the kolan of soferim, is con- 
sidered leavened. The Gemara explains: Here, in Babylonia, they 
interpreted that this expression is referring to shoemakers’ glue 
that is made from flour. 


Rav Shimi from Hozna’a said: This is the depilatory paste of the 
daughters of the wealthy," of which they would leave a remnant 
for the daughters of the poor. It was the common practice for 
women to remove hair from different parts of their bodies by apply- 
ing various pastes, some of which contained flour. The kolan of 
soferim mentioned in the mishna was such a substance. It was given 
this name because wealthy young women would give the paste [ko- 
lan] to poor young women whose fathers were schoolteachers 
[soferim], so that the poor women could utilize it as well. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? But didn’t Rabbi Hiyya teach a mne- 
monic by noting that the mishna lists four items that are used by the 

ordinary people of the state," i.e., kutah, beer, vinegar, and zitom, and 

three items of artisans," i.e., dyers’ broth, kolan of soferim, and bak- 
ers’ well-worked dough? And if you say that kolan of soferim is the 

depilatory paste of the daughters of the wealthy, then what artisan- 
ship is there in that? According to this interpretation, that substance 

does not belong on the list of artisans’ items. 


NOTES 

Bran water [maya dehivri] — rts: In the pres- 
ent version of the Gemara, this phrase reads maya 
dehivri, which Rashi interprets to mean bran water. 
However, most early commentaries had a different 
version of the Gemara, which read maya dehizra, 
meaning water that is extracted from different types 
of plants. It seems that flour was added to this liquid 
to enhance the dye. 


The depilatory paste of the daughters of the 
wealthy - o-pwy mia by tase: According to the 
Ra’avad, the correct version of the Gemara should 
be: The sons of the wealthy would leave over these 
products for the sons of the poor. Otherwise, the 
mishna should have used the feminine form soferot, 
rather than the masculine form soferim. See Tosafot, 
who point out that according to Rav Shimi’s expla- 
nation, it is difficult to understand Rabbi Eliezer’s 
statement at the end of the mishna, as the latter 
adds nothing novel. 
Some explain that in fact Rabbi Eliezer agrees 
with the first tanna, and he is merely adding that 
all types of cosmetics contain hardened leaven 
(Ra’avad). Others state that the first tanna prohib- 
ited cosmetics used by poor young women because 
their cosmetics contained a majority of flour and 
only a minority of other substances, while those of 
the wealthier women contained mostly other in- 
gredients and only a small portion of flour (see Ba‘al 
HaMaor). 
Some say that the first tanna prohibits only 
hardened leaven itself, or a mixture containing true 
eaven, while Rabbi Eliezer prohibits a mixture con- 
aining hardened leaven as well (see Ba'al HaMaor, 
Rabbeinu Gershom). Others explain that according 
o Rav Shimi, the paste referred to here is specifically 
hat which was left over for the poor young women, 
which became leavened in the meantime, whereas 
he wealthy women used their paste immediately, 
before it became leavened (Maharam Halawa). 


Four items used by the ordinary people of the 
state — TYI YIN: Some explain Rabbi Hiyya’s 
statement to mean simply that each of the first four 
items on the list is associated with a medina, a state, 
as its country of origin is contained in its name: Baby- 
lonian kutah, Median beer, Edomite vinegar, and 
Egyptian zitom. The other three items are associated 
with a specific artisan, namely dyers’ broth, bakers’ 
well-worked dough, and bookmakers’ glue (Meiri). 


Three items of artisans — mai 27 nyw: Rab- 
beinu Hananel’s version of the Gemara reads: Three 
items of the state and four items of artisans. In his 
opinion, Egyptian zitom belongs in the latter cate- 
gory, as it was used primarily for medicinal purposes, 
and doctors are considered artisans. 
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NOTES 


Who reached physical maturity but had not reached 
the age of majority — ow wot x) Tab sya: Some 
commentaries explain that this is referring to girls who 
have reached the age of majority but whose bodies do 
not yet show the signs of physical maturity. To expedite 
puberty, they would spread ointments on their skin to 
accelerate the growth of body hair (Arukh). 


Olive oil from an olive that has not reached a third of its 
growth — ww wan xbw mor jaw: Some commentaries 
explain that myrrh was added to the olive oil, and that it 
was this combination that was called myrrh oil (Rambam's 
Commentary on the Torah). 


It removes [mashir] the hair — www ny vwa: Some 
commentaries cite an alternative version of the text: It 
blackens [mashhir] the hair. According to this explana- 
tion, it was designed to beautify rather than to serve as a 
depilatory (Arukh). 


Karet — mp: A divine punishment for serious transgres- 
sions. The precise definition of the term is a matter of 
debate among the commentaries, with opinions includ- 
ing premature or sudden death, barrenness and the death 
of the sinner’s children, and excision of the soul from the 
World-to-Come. Tractate Keritot mentions thirty-six trans- 
gressions punishable by karet, all of which are violations 
of prohibitions, with two exceptions: Neglecting to sacri- 
fice the Paschal lamb and failure to perform circumcision. 
Karet applies only to a person who intentionally commits a 
transgression. In certain instances, if the transgression was 
committed in the presence of witnesses, the transgres- 
sor is subject to execution by an earthly court or to the 
penalty of lashes. Anyone who inadvertently transgresses 
one of the prohibitions punishable by karet must bring a 
sin-offering as atonement. 


LANGUAGE 
Setaket — Mavp: From the Greek otakth, stakté, meaning 
oil of myrrh. 
Anpiknin — p73: From the Greek 6u@axtov, omfakiyon, 
meaning oil prepared from unripe olives. 
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The Gemara answers with another question: Rather what, will 
you say that this is referring to shoemakers’ glue? If so, why did 
the authors of the mishna call it bookmakers’ glue [kolan shel 
soferim ]? It should have been called shoemakers’ glue [kolan 
shel ratzanin]. Rav Oshaya said: Actually, one should explain 
that kolan is referring to shoemakers’ glue; and why is it called 
bookmakers’ glue? The reason is that bookmakers also use it 
to attach their pages. During the time of the mishna, this paste 
was referred to as bookmakers’ glue. 


It is stated in the mishna: Rabbi Eliezer says that women’s 
adornments are also prohibited as leavened food. The Gemara 
asks: Could it enter your mind to say that adornments made 
from silver, gold, or woven materials contain leaven? Rather, say 
instead that this means: Even women’s cosmetics or other 
items used by women to enhance their skin are prohibited if they 
contain leavened ingredients. As Rav Yehuda said that Rav 
said: with regard to the Jewish women 


who reached physical maturity, but had not yet reached the 
age of majority,’ and women who sought to remove hair for 
cosmetic purposes. They would smear daughters of the poor 
with lime; they would smear daughters of the wealthy with 
fine flour; they would smear daughters of kings with shemen 
hamor, as it was stated: “For so were the days of their anointing 
filled, six months with shemen hamor’” (Esther 2:12). 


The Gemara asks: What is shemen hamor? Rav Huna bar Hiyya 
said: Setaket.| Rav Yirmeya bar Abba said: It is olive oil ex- 
tracted from an olive that has not yet reached a third of its 
growth;" the acidic oil is effective as a depilatory. 


It was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda says that anpiknin' is 
olive oil from an olive that has not reached a third of its growth. 
And why is it spread on the body? It is due to the fact that it 
removes [mashir] the hair" and pampers the skin. 


The mishna states: This is the principle: One violates these 

prohibitions on Passover with anything that is prepared from 

a type of grain. It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehoshua 

said: Now that we learned that by possessing anything that is 

a type of grain one violates the prohibition against leaven dur- 
ing Passover, why did the Sages list these items individually? 

They could have simply stated the principle. The baraita explains 

that the Sages provided a list of prohibited foods so that one 

would become familiar with these items and with their names, 
so that it would become widely known that these foods contain 

a small quantity of grain. 


The Gemara cites an incident that underscores the significance 
of familiarity with the names of foods: As in this case of that 
man from the West, Eretz Yisrael, who visited Babylonia, and 
had meat with him, he said to his hosts: Bring me a dip with 
which to eat my bread. He heard them saying: Bring him kutah. 
Since he heard the word kutah, he stopped eating, as he knew 
that kutah contains milk and may not be eaten with meat. This 
incident underscores that it is advantageous for one to familiar- 
ize himself with the names and ingredients of different foods, so 
that he will be aware of the nature of the food even if he does 
not recognize it. 


It is stated in the mishna: These substances are included in the 
prohibition but are not punishable by karet." 
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The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who maintains that both full- 
fledged, leavened grain bread in a mixture, and hardened leaven," 
in its pure, unadulterated form," which is not suitable for consump- 
tion, are both included in a prohibition? 


The Gemara answers that Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: It is the 
opinion of Rabbi Meir, as it was taught in a baraita: Leavening 
dough, i.e., dough that is at the beginning of the leavening process 
and is presently hardened leaven, must be burned, or one gives it 
to his dog. And one who eats it is flogged with forty lashes. 


Before analyzing the contents of the baraita, the Gemara addresses 
an apparent contradiction within the baraita. This baraita itself is 
difficult. You said that leavening dough must be burned; appar- 
ently it is prohibited to derive benefit from hardened leaven. And 
then it teaches: Or one gives it to his dog; apparently, it is permit- 
ted to derive benefit from the leaven. 


The Gemara answers that this is what the baraita is saying: Leaven- 
ing dough must be burned, i.e., leavening dough as defined by 
Rabbi Meir must be burned in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Meir, who maintains that leavening dough is full-fledged 
leaven. Alternatively, the baraita may be explained as referring to 
leavening dough as defined by Rabbi Yehuda, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda that it is prohibited to derive benefit 
from leavening dough. Each tanna maintains that it is prohibited to 
derive benefit from any dough classified as leavening dough by his 
definition. When the baraita says that one gives it to his dog, it 
means: Leavening dough as defined by Rabbi Meir, is only hard- 
ened leaven according to Rabbi Yehuda, and therefore one may 
feed it to his dog. Rabbi Yehuda maintains that it is permitted to 
derive benefit from this type of leaven. 


With regard to the final statement of the baraita, that one who eats 
leavening dough is flogged with forty lashes, we have once again 
arrived at the opinion of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Meir holds that one 
who eats this leavening dough, from which it is permitted to derive 
benefit according to Rabbi Yehuda, is flogged with forty lashes. 


According to this explanation of the baraita, we have learned that 
Rabbi Meir maintains that hardened leaven in its pure, unadulter- 
ated form, is included in a prohibition, and one who eats this 
leaven is flogged. And all the more so, one who eats full-fledged, 
leavened grain bread in a mixture is flogged but does not receive 
karet, as he is not eating the leaven in and ofitself. Nevertheless, the 
prohibition against eating leavened bread on Passover applies in that 
case. 


Rav Nahman said: The mishna is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Eliezer, as it was taught in a baraita: For eating full- 
fledged, leavened grain bread one is punishable by karet, whereas 
for eating a mixture that contains leaven one is punished merely 
for violating a prohibition. This is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. 
And the Rabbis say: For eating full-fledged, leavened grain bread 
one is punishable by karet; however, for eating leaven in its mix- 
ture one is not punished at all.” And we learned according to 
Rabbi Eliezer, who said that full-fledged, leavened grain bread in 
a mixture is included ina prohibition, and that is true all the more 
so with regard to hardened leaven in its pure, unadulterated form. 


The Gemara asks: And what is the reason that Rav Nahman did 
not state his opinion in accordance with the explanation of Rav 
Yehuda, that the mishna is in accordance with Rabbi Meir’s ruling? 


The Gemara answers that Rav Nahman could have said to you that 
the following distinction applies: Perhaps Rabbi Meir stated his 
opinion only there, with regard to hardened leaven in its pure, 
unadulterated form; however, with regard to full-fledged, leavened 
grain bread in a mixture, no, one is punished not with mere lashes 
but with karet. 


NOTES 


Hardened leaven - mgp yan: This expression refers 
to inedible leaven or leavened dough that did not rise 
properly. Neither is considered full-fledged leaven and 
therefore they are not prohibited to the same degree 
(Ritva). 


For eating leaven in its mixture one is not punished 
at all - obs xba jarvy by: Most authorities agree tha 
this means only that one is not punished for consum- 
ing this mixture, not that eating it is actually permitted. 
The reason is that an olive-bulk of the mixture does no 
contain an olive-bulk of leaven, and therefore one is no 
liable for consuming this amount. However, if one eats a 
larger amount of the mixture, and he eats an olive-bulk 
of leaven in less than the amount of time it takes to ea 
a half-loaf of bread, he is punished with lashes, even 
according to the opinion of the Rabbis (Rif; Rosh). 


HALAKHA 


Leavend bread and leavened bread in a mixture — 
Yan naiwm yan: One who eats leaven in its pure, un- 
adulterated form is punishable by karet. If one eats an 
olive-bulk of leaven in a mixture, within the amount 
of time it takes to consume a half-loaf of bread, he is 
punishable by lashes. The rationale for this halakha is 
a matter of dispute. Some commentaries claim that 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis in this case, as even they agree that one is liable 
to receive lashes for eating a mixture that contains this 
proportion of leaven (see Ra'avad and Maggid Mishne). 
Others say that the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer (Kesef Mishne, Lehem Mishne). 
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The Gemara asks: And what is the reason that Rav Yehuda did not 
state his opinion in accordance with the explanation of Rav Nahman, 
that the mishna is in accordance with Rabbi Eliezer’s ruling? 


The Gemara answers that Rav Yehuda could have said to you: Rabbi 
Eliezer stated his opinion only there, with regard to full-fledged, 
leavened grain bread in a mixture that it is included in the prohibi- 
tion. However, with regard to hardened leaven in its pure, unadulter- 
ated form, he did not state his ruling and perhaps Rabbi Eliezer 
maintains that it is permitted to eat hardened leaven. 


The Gemara notes that it was taught in a baraita in accordance with 

the opinion of Rav Yehuda, who said that the halakha is in accor- 
dance with Rabbi Meir’s opinion: “You shall eat nothing leavened; 

in all your dwellings you shall eat unleavened bread” (Exodus 12:20). 
The Sages taught in a baraita: This verse serves to include Babylonian 

kutah, Median beer, Edomite vinegar, and Egyptian zitom. One 

might have thought that eating any of these items will be punishable 

by karet. Therefore, the verse states: “For whoever eats leavened 

bread, that soul shall be cut off from Israel” (Exodus 12:15), from 
which it can be derived: For eating full-fledged, leavened bread one 

is punished with karet, but for eating its mixture one is only in 
violation of a prohibition. 


The Gemara analyzes the above statement: Whom did you hear that 
for eating a mixture which contains leavened bread is in violation of 
a prohibition? It is Rabbi Eliezer. But the baraita does not state the 
halakha of hardened leaven in its unadulterated form. This baraita 
lists only items that contain leaven in a mixture, but not other sub- 
stances whose halakhic status is that of hardened leaven, e.g., broth, 
worked dough, and glue. Learn from this that Rabbi Eliezer is not 
of the opinion that hardened leaven is prohibited. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Eliezer, from where does he derive 
the halakha that leaven in its mixture is included in a prohibition? 
The Gemara answers that he derives it from a verse, as it is written: 


“You shall eat nothing leavened.” 


The Gemara challenges this derivation: If so, if the term includes 
leaven in a mixture, let one also be liable to receive karet for eating 
leaven in a mixture. As it is written: “Seven days no leaven shall be 
found in your houses; for whosoever eats anything leavened, that 
soul shall be cut off from the people of Israel, whether he is a so- 
journer or one born in the land” (Exodus 12:19). Accordingly, one 
should be punished with karet for eating anything that contains 
leaven. 


The Gemara answers that Rabbi Eliezer needs that phrase: Anything 
leavened, in order to derive for that which was taught in a baraita: 
From the phrase: Anything leavened, I have derived only that an 
item that became leavened on its own is prohibited. However, 
from where do I derive that one is punished with karet for eating 
an item that became leavened due to a different factor? The verse 
states: “Whosoever eats anything leavened... shall be cut off,” in- 
dicating that food that became leavened due to a different factor is 
considered leavened bread. 


The Gemara asks: If so, if the phrase: Anything leavened, is referring 
to food that became leavened by means of something else, then when 
this same phrase appears with regard to the prohibition, I should 
explain that it comes for that purpose as well. Consequently, there 
should be no violation for eating a mixture that contains leaven, as 
apparently, the phrase: Anything leavened, does not refer to that case 
at all. 


Rather, the reason for the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer is that he derives 
this halakha from the term anything [kol]. He does not derive his 
opinion from the term leavened; he bases his ruling on the inclusive 
term anything. 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: There, too, in the verse that mentions 
the punishment of karet, isn’t it written: “For whosoever [kol] eats 
anything leavened, that soul shall be cut off”? The Gemara answers: 
Rabbi Eliezer requires that term to include women who are also 
punishable by karet for eating leavened bread. 


The Gemara asks: Is this source necessary to derive this halakha? 
The fact that women may not eat leavened bread is derived from 
the statement that Rav Yehuda said that Rav said. As Rav Yehuda 
said that Rav said, and similarly, the Sage in the school of Rabbi 
Yishmael taught: The verse said: “Speak to the children of Israel: 
A man or woman, when they commit any of the sins of men, to 
commit a trespass against the Lord, and that soul shall be guilty” 
(Numbers 5:6). The Torah rendered a man equal to a woman" for 
all punishments of the Torah. Since the punishment of karet for 
eating leavened bread on Passover is included in this general prin- 
ciple, there is no need for a separate source to include women. 


The Gemara answers: Nonetheless, it is necessary to cite a source 
that men and women are equal specifically with regard to the pun- 
ishment of karet for eating leavened bread, 


as it could enter your mind to say that since it is written: “You 
shall eat no leavened bread with it; seven days you shall eat with 
it matzot” (Deuteronomy 16:3), one might have thought that any- 
one included in the obligation to eat matza is also included in the 
prohibition against eating leavened bread. And these women, 
since they are excluded from the obligation to eat matza, as it is a 
time-bound, positive mitzva" from which they are exempt asa rule, 
I might say they are also excluded from the prohibition against 
eating leavened bread. Therefore, the verse teaches us that women 
are also prohibited from eating leavened bread. 


The Gemara comments: And now that women have been included 
in the prohibition against eating leavened bread, they should also 
be included in the obligation to eat matza, even though it is a time- 
bound, positive mitzva, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer. As Rabbi Eliezer said: Women are obligated to eat matza 
by Torah law, as it is stated: “You shall eat no leavened bread with 
it; seven days you shall eat with it matzot” (Deuteronomy 16:3). 
These two commandments are juxtaposed to teach that anyone 
included in the prohibition against eating leavened bread is also 
included in the obligation to eat matza. And these women too, 
since they are included in the prohibition against eating leavened 
bread, they are also included in the obligation to eat matza." 


The Gemara questions this derivation: What did you see that led 
you to understand that the term anything [kol] comes to include 
women and to exclude leaven in its mixture? On the contrary, say 
that it comes to include in the punishment of karet one who eats 
its mixture. 


The Gemara answers: It is reasonable to explain that the verse 
comes to include women since the verse is dealing with those who 
are obligated in the mitzva not to eat leavened bread, it includes 
those who eat, as the verse says: “For anyone who eats leavened 
bread... shall be cut off” It stands to reason that the expression: 
Anyone [kol] includes additional people who are punishable by 
karet, not additional types of leaven. Would a verse that is dealing 
with those who may not eat leaven come to include additional 
types of foods that may not be eaten? 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 
The Torah rendered a man equal to a woman - mwy 
mond wx sina: This comparison is referring to those 
places where the Torah formulates the mitzva in the 
masculine form. In those cases, the Torah prohibition is 
incumbent upon all the Jewish people, including women. 
However, this derivation is unnecessary in cases where the 
verse speaks in the plural form, which applies equally to 
males and females. Furthermore, this principle does not 
apply if the verse specifically uses the term man (Josafot). 


NOTES 

A time-bound, positive mitzva — XAY yan Mwy nin: 

This refers to a positive mitzva that can be performed only 
at a certain time of day, or during the day rather than at 
night, or on certain days of the year. Generally, women 

and slaves are exempt from mitzvot of this kind, although 
there are some time-bound mitzvot that women are re- 
quired to perform, e.g., kiddush on Shabbat and prayer. 
Women and slaves are required to perform only mitzvot 
that are not restricted to a particular time for their perfor- 
mance, e.g., contributing to charity, affixing a mezuza, etc. 
However, there are certain exceptions, such as Torah study, 
from which women and slaves are exempt. 


HALAKHA 
Women are obligated to eat matza - n¥na nia»n Dw): 
Women are obligated by Torah law to eat matza just as 
men are, as stated in the Gemara. The same rule applies 
toall other mitzvot on the first night of Passover (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 6:10; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 472:14). 
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NOTES 


Rav Natan, father of Rav Huna, son of Rav Natan - m3 37 
Ja 277 APIA KIT 177 MIN: Some versions of the text read 
only: Rav Natan, father of Rav Huna. However, it is likely that 
he version cited here is correct. The Gemara first identifies 
Rav Natan by means of his son Rav Huna. As this Rav Huna 
is not the Rav Huna whose opinions are typically cited, the 
Gemara indicates that this is another Rav Huna by repeating 
his father's name. 


Include foods that are eaten - poor maya: Apparently, Rabbi 
Eliezer derives the prohibition against eating additional foods 
rom a verse that mentions those who may eat. The reason 
is that he interprets the verses: “For anyone who eats leaven 
and “For anyone who eats fat” in a similar manner to the verse: 
“All forgive iniquity” (Hosea 14:3). This verse is interpreted as 
though the words were reversed: God will forgive all iniquity. 
Here too, the verse can be read: “As one who eats any type of 
fat” (Rashash). 


The Rabbis...do not interpret the term: Anything [kol], to 
include other matters — wt xp...p30: Although a deriva- 
tion of this kind is common and logical, it is possible that the 
Gemara means that the Rabbis, unlike Rabbi Eliezer, do not 
interpret the term: Anything, to include matters beyond the 
clear meaning of the verse (See Josafot; Maharam Halawa). 


” 


From where is it derived that it is prohibited to sacrifice 
leaven in a mixture — }”379 iy: Some commentaries accept 
Rashi’s explanation that this halakha applies to half an olive- 
bulk of leaven in a mixture. However, others maintain that this 
prohibition applies even when there is any amount of leaven 
present; as long as the leaven contributes taste to the mixture, 
may not be burned on the altar (Maharam Halawa). 


Rabbi Eliezer derives halakhot from the term kol — qy 27 
bs wait: This statement is surprising, as there is no evidence 
that Rabbi Eliezer derives halakhot from other instances of the 
word kol, e.g., “Any [kol] blood” (Leviticus 7:26); “Any [kol fish 
that does not have fins and scales” (Deuteronomy 14:10); et al. 
Apparently Rabbi Eliezer derives halakhot from the word kol 
only with regard to prohibitions in which there are not many 
different categories, as in those prohibitions ko/ merely refers to 
the existing categories and does not come to include anything 
beyond them (see the Ra’avad's critique of the commentary 
of Ba'al HaMaor). 


HALAKHA 
Burning leaven in a mixture — xv NaiwA MPA: One who 
offers leaven on the altar is punished with lashes, even if the 
leaven is only part of a mixture (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:1). 
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Rav Natan, father of Rav Huna, son of Rav Natan," strongly 
objects to this: And anywhere that a verse is dealing with those 
who eat, does it necessarily not come to include additional types 
of food in the prohibition? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: “For 
anyone who eats the fat of the domesticated animal, of which 
men present an offering of fire to God, the soul that eats it shall 
be cut off from its people” (Leviticus 7:25)? The Sages interpreted 
this verse: I have derived from this verse that the prohibition 
applies only to the fats of unblemished animals that are fit to be 
sacrificed. From where is it derived that it is also prohibited to 
eat the fats of blemished animals, which may not be offered as 
sacrifices? The verse states: “Of the domesticated animal.” From 
where is it derived that it is prohibited to eat the fats of non- 
sacred animals? The verse states: “For anyone who eats the fat.” 
Rav Natan explains his objection: Here, isn’t the verse dealing 
with those who eat fats, and nevertheless, its superfluous phrases 
come to include types of foods that may not be eaten. 


The Gemara answers: There, in the verse concerning prohibited 
fats, where there are no additional people who eat of it to include, 
as the prohibition already applies to everyone, the superfluous 
expression comes to include additional foods. Here, in the verse 
that deals with leavened bread, where there are people who eat 
of it who can be included, namely women, the verse does not 
exclude people who eat and include foods that are eaten." Gener- 
ally, there should be a connection between the content of a verse 
and that which is derived from it. Only when no other derivation 
is possible is a less related matter derived. 


The Gemara explains: And the Rabbis, who are not of the opinion 
that leaven in a mixture is included in the prohibition, do not 
interpret that the term: Anything [kol], comes to include other 
matters;" neither with regard to leaven in a mixture nor with 
regard to karet. The Gemara asks: However, in that case, from 
where do they derive that it is prohibited for women to eat 
leavened bread? 


The Gemara answers: Although they do not derive a halakha from 
the term: Anything, they derive a halakha from the expression: 
For anyone [ki kol], in the verse: “For anyone who eats leaven” 


The Gemara asks: And if indeed the phrase: For anyone, is a more 

inclusive expression than the simple word anything, then accord- 
ing to Rabbi Eliezer, another halakha could also be derived from 

here. Say that the phrase: Anyone who eats leaven, comes to in- 
clude the women, and the phrase: For anyone who eats, comes 

to include leaven in its mixture. According to Rabbi Eliezer, then, 
one would be punishable by karet for eating leaven in a mixture. 


And lest you say that Rabbi Eliezer does not derive a halakha 
from the phrase: For anyone [ki kol], as he does not consider this 
an inclusive expression, the result would be another contradiction. 
Wasn't it taught in another baraita: “For no [ki kol] leaven nor any 
honey shall be offered as a burnt-offering before God” (Leviticus 
2:11)? Had the verse stated only: You shall not offer leaven, I 
would have derived nothing other than the halakha that it is 
prohibited to sacrifice an entire piece of leaven. From where is it 
derived that it is also prohibited to sacrifice part of it? The verse 
states: “No [kol] leaven,” indicating that it is prohibited to sacri- 
fice even part of it. From where is it derived that it is prohibited 
to sacrifice leaven in a mixture?" The verse states: “For no [ki 
kol] leaven.” The Gemara analyzes this statement: Whom did 
you hear who derives halakhot from the term: Kol? It is Rabbi 
Eliezer," and nevertheless, he derives additional details from the 
expression: Ki kol. 


The Gemara concludes: This matter remains difficult, as no satis- 
factory explanation has been found for why Rabbi Eliezer does 
not derive from the expression ki kol that leaven in a mixture is 
also prohibited. 
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After discussing leaven in a mixture, the Gemara states a more 
general principle. Rabbi Abbahu said that Rabbi Yohanan said: 
With regard to all prohibitions of the Torah, a permitted sub- 
stance does not join together with a prohibited substance. Ifone 
eats a permitted food with a prohibited food, and together they 
constitute the minimum prohibited measure, he is exempt from 
punishment for this act of consumption. This principle applies to 
all halakhot except for the prohibitions of a nazirite, who is li- 
able for eating a mixture of that kind, as the Torah said with re- 
gard to a nazirite: “He shall abstain from wine and strong drink; 
he shall drink no vinegar of wine, or vinegar of strong drink, nor 
shall he drink anything soaked in grapes” (Numbers 6:3). This 
verse indicates that a nazirite is prohibited from consuming not 
only wine and vinegar, but also any food that was soaked in these 
liquids. 


And Ze’eiri said: Permitted and prohibited substances also com- 
bine with regard to the prohibition against offering leaven on 
the altar, as it states: “For no [kol] leaven and no [kol] honey shall 
be offered as a burnt-offering before the Lord” (Leviticus 2:11). 
This indicates that one is also liable for sacrificing leaven in a 
mixture (Tosafot) in addition to the liability for sacrificing pure 
leaven. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion did Ze eiri 
issue his ruling? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer, who derives from the term kol that any mixture that 
contains any amount of a prohibited substance is not nullified. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, 


with regard to the matter of leavened bread on Passover one 
should also be liable" for eating a prohibited substance joined 
together with a permitted substance. 


The Gemara answers: Yes, indeed it is so, and the prohibition 
mentioned by Ze’eiri against sacrificing leaven in offerings was 
only to exclude the statement of Abaye, who said: There is sig- 
nificance to offering less than an olive-bulk of leaven on the 
altar," and one is flogged for sacrificing an offering of that kind. 
By noting that one is liable because permitted substances com- 
bine with prohibited substances, the baraita teaches us that an 
offering of less than an olive-bulk is not considered an offering, 
and therefore sacrificing it is not punishable by lashes. 


Rav Dimi sat and stated this halakha that a permitted substance 
does not join together with a prohibited substance to constitute 
the requisite measure, except in the case of a nazirite. Abaye 
said to Rav Dimi: And is it true that with regard to all other 
prohibitions in the Torah, a permitted substance does not join 
together with a prohibited substance? 


But didn’t we learn in a mishna: With regard to thick soup" 
prepared with teruma" produce whose garlic and oil are of non- 
sacred produce, and one who immersed himself during that 
day touched some of the ingredients, he disqualified all the 
contents of the pot, as they are subsumed within the teruma soup. 
However, if the thick soup was prepared with non-sacred pro- 
duce" and the garlic and the oil were of teruma, and one who 
immersed himself during that day touched some of them, he 
disqualifies only the ingredients in the place that he touched. 


NOTES 


For eating leavened bread on Passover one should also 
be liable — 22 nba Yran: Some commentaries interpret this 
statement as referring to all prohibited items in the Torah, not 
just leaven; however, as the Gemara was discussing Passover 
and leaven it cited this example (Maharam Halawa). 


Thick soup — nap: Elsewhere Rashi explains that this soup 
was prepared from a mixture of wine, spices, and pounded 
wheat or barley. 


HALAKHA 


The measure of leaven that it is prohibited to offer - ww 
Tix MPA: It is prohibited to offer any amount of leaven 
on the altar, and one who offers an olive-bulk is flogged. The 
punishment is administered only for this quantity because 
less than an olive-bulk is not considered an actual offering. 
This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rava, as the 
halakha is ruled in accordance with his opinion in disputes 
with Abaye (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:2). 


Thick soup with teruma - manm nap: If one who im- 
mersed himself during that day touches a mixture of thick 
soup made with teruma produce and non-sacred garlic and 
oil, the entire mixture is disqualified (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 8:12). 


Thick soup with non-sacred produce — pan nap: If one 
who immersed himself during that day touches a thick soup 
of non-sacred produce and teruma garlic and oil, he disquali- 
fies only that portion of the soup with which he came into 
contact (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 8:13). 
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HALAKHA 


An olive-bulk in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf - 
Dp nyx 1933 Md: One who eats an olive-bulk of a 
prohibited substance in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf 
of bread is liable for punishment by Torah law as though 
he ate the entire olive-bulk all at once (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma'akhalot Assurot 14:8). 


NOTES 


In the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread - 133 
Dip Ty: Loaves of bread in halakha are assumed to 
have the fixed measure of six egg-bulks. The duration of 
this time period is the subject of considerable controversy. 
Opinions with regard to its length vary between two and 
nine minutes. This unit of time plays an important role in 
many halakhot related to food consumption. 


Why do the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Eliezer - »xa¢ 
spy art by jars: How did Abaye understand 
this issue? Rav Dimi demonstrated that this case is difficult 
regardless of how it is interpreted. Some commentaries 
explain that according to Abaye, the leaven in kutah does 
not contribute flavor and is therefore nullified (Maharam 
Halawa). 


His intention is rendered irrelevant - iny" mova: There 
are two explanations of the relevance of this concept to 
the current discussion: According to Rashi, eating in this 
manner is not considered a form of eating at all, as this 
action deviates greatly from the societal norm. Therefore, 
one is entirely exempt for eating kutah in that manner. 
Indeed, one is exempt for any consumption of this kind. 
According to Tosafot, although one who eats kutah in this 
manner is in fact liable, the mishna did not address that 
case, as it is so unusual (Rabbi Shimon HaKohen). 


As | say, and Torah law — Xo” T Wai NW: The ruling 
hat the teruma fell into the teruma must be a rabbinic 
eniency, based on the following rationale: Since it cannot 
be proven that the mixture is prohibited, and it might in 
act be permitted, one may rely on that possibility. How- 
ever, this applies only to an item that is not prohibited by 
Torah law, in accordance with the principle that the Sages 
were not lenient with regard to Torah prohibitions. It is 
only with regard to their own stringencies and decrees 
hat they were lenient. 
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Abaye continues. And we discussed this issue: Why are the ingredi- 
ents in the place that he touched disqualified? The spices, i.e., the 
garlic or oil, are nullified by the majority. Since the major portion of 
the dish is composed of non-sacred produce, it should not be dis- 
qualified by contact with one who immersed himself during that day. 
And Rabba bar bar Hana said in reply: What is the reason that it 
becomes disqualified? It is since a non-priest is flogged for eating an 
olive-bulk of the soup, as anything into which teruma is mixed is 
considered teruma by Torah law. What are the circumstances of this 
ruling that a non-priest is flogged? Is it not due to the fact that the 
permitted substance joins together with the prohibited substance? 


Rav Dimi rejects this contention: No; what is the meaning of an olive- 
bulk in this mishna? It means that there is sufficient teruma in the 
mixture that when one eats from the mixture he will consume an 
olive-bulk of teruma in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf" of bread." 
In that case one is liable for punishment for eating this olive-bulk, as 
ifhe ate the teruma alone. 


Abaye asked him: Is eating an olive-bulk in the time it takes to eat a 
half-loaf of bread prohibited by Torah law, and one is punished for 
it? He said to him: Yes. 


Abaye asked in response: If so, why do the Rabbis disagree with 
Rabbi Eliezer" with regard to eating Babylonian kutah, a dip that 
contains flour, on Passover? The Rabbis maintain that one is not 
punished by Torah law for eating a mixture containing leaven. Al- 
though the Rabbis do not derive from the word: Anything [kol], that 
leaven in a mixture is prohibited, they should nonetheless hold one 
liable for eating an olive-bulk of a prohibited substance in the time it 
takes to eat a half-loaf of bread. 


Rav Dimi said: Rather, what conclusion must be drawn; the reason 
that a non-priest is flogged for eating the teruma soup is due to the 
fact that a permitted substance joins together with a prohibited 
substance? If so, ultimately, why do the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi 
Eliezer with regard to eating Babylonian kutah? Rather, leave Bab- 
ylonian kutah, as in eating that mixture there is no possibility that 
one will consume an olive-bulk of the leaven in the time it takes to 
eat a half-loaf of bread. If he eats kutah in its pure, unadulterated 
form, by swallowing it as food, not as a dip, his intention is rendered 
irrelevant’ by the opinions of all other people. It is unusual for a 
person to eat a pungent dip by itself, all the more so, for him to eat it 
so quickly. One receives no punishment for conduct that anomalous. 
And if he dips other food into the kutah and eats it, he will not con- 
sume an olive-bulk in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread. 
Due to the pungency of the dip, one needs to add only a small portion 
to his food. 


Abaye raised an objection to Rav Dimi from a baraita: With regard 
to two pots, one of non-sacred produce and the other one of teruma, 
before which were two mortars, one in which non-sacred produce 
was pounded, and one in which teruma produce was pounded, and 
the contents of these mortars fell into these pots, but it is unknown 
which produce fell into which pot, it is all permitted. The reason for 
this ruling is as I say, since there is no definitive proof to the contrary, 
that the teruma fell into the teruma and the non-sacred produce fell 
into the non-sacred produce. 


Abaye explains his objection: And if you say that eating an olive-bulk 
of a prohibited substance in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of 
bread is prohibited by Torah law, why do we say this principle: As I 
say" that the teruma fell into the teruma, etc.? If the teruma produce 
fell into the pot containing non-sacred produce, one who eats from 
the mixture will consume an olive-bulk of teruma within the time it 
takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, and he will thereby violate a Torah 
prohibition. Rav Dimi said to him: Leave teruma separated from 
spices, which is teruma by rabbinic law. By Torah law one is required 
to separate teruma only from grain, wine and oil. The Sages are lenient 
with regard to teruma by rabbinic law. 
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Abaye raised another objection from a similar baraita: In a case 
where there are two baskets, one filled with non-sacred produce 
and the other filled with teruma, and before them were two vessels 
each containing a sea of produce, one filled with non-sacred pro- 
duce and the other one filled with teruma, and these, the contents 
of each of the baskets, fell into those, each of the se’a vessels. It is 
possible that the teruma fell into the non-sacred produce, and it is 
prohibited for non-priests to eat a mixture of teruma and non-sacred 
produce. Nevertheless, the contents of the se‘a vessel containing the 
non-sacred produce are permitted, as I say that the non-sacred 
produce fell into the non-sacred produce and the teruma fell into 
the teruma. The obligation to separate teruma from grain is by Torah 
law, and if you say that eating an olive-bulk of forbidden food in the 
time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread is prohibited by Torah law, 
why do we say the principle: As I say the non-sacred grain fell into 
the non-sacred grain? Why aren’t the Sages concerned that one 
might eat an olive-bulk of teruma in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf, 
which is prohibited by Torah law? 


He said to him: Leave teruma in modern times," as it is in effect 
by rabbinic law. Once the Jewish people were exiled from their land, 
the halakhot of teruma and tithes apply by rabbinic law, not Torah 
law. This is the basis for the lenient ruling in the case of this mixture. 


The Gemara returns to its discussion of Rabbi Abbahu’s statement 
with regard to the meaning of the word soaked in the verse: “He shall 
abstain from wine and strong drink; he shall drink no vinegar of wine, 
or vinegar of strong drink, nor shall he drink anything soaked in 
grapes,’ and whether or not a permitted substance combines with a 
prohibited one. The Gemara asks: And does this word: Soaked, 
come to teach that mixtures are prohibited in this case? That verse 
is required to derive that which was taught in a baraita elsewhere: 
Soaked, 


comes to establish the principle that the legal status of the taste of 
a forbidden food is like that of its substance. This term teaches that 
any food that absorbs the taste of a prohibited item assumes the 
status of this prohibited item itself. As, in a case where one soaked 
grapes in water and the water has the taste of wine, a nazirite is 
liable for drinking this mixture, as it assumes the status of wine. 


From here you derive the halakha with regard to the entire Torah; 
in all cases, the legal status of the taste of a forbidden food is like that 
of its substance. The Gemara elaborates. Just as with regard to a 
nazirite, whose prohibition against eating grapes is not an eternal 

prohibition, as he will be permitted to eat grapes once his period of 
naziriteship is over, and furthermore, his prohibition is not a pro- 
hibition against deriving benefit from wine, and there is dissolu- 
tion for his prohibition against eating grape products by requesting 
a Sage to release him from his vow, nevertheless, in his case, the 

Torah rendered the legal status of the taste of food forbidden to him 

like that of its substance;" with regard to a forbidden mixture of 
diverse kinds,whose prohibition is an eternal prohibition [issuro 

issur olam]" and whose prohibition is a prohibition against deriv- 
ing benefit, and there is no dissolution for its prohibition, is it not 

right that the Torah should render the legal status of the taste of its 

forbidden food like that of its substance? 


HALAKHA 


The legal status of the taste like that of its substance - oyy 
‘v9: Ifa mixture of wine and another substance has the taste 
of wine, this substance is prohibited to a nazirite as though 


it were wine. The same principle applies to other foods that 


absorb the taste of a prohibited item (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 


Hilkhot Nezirut 5:5). 


NOTES 

Teruma in modern times — m7 paa mana: The Meiri explains 
that this statement is referring to the areas of Eretz Yisrael that 
were not consecrated upon the return of the Babylonian exiles 
led by Ezra at the beginning of the Second Temple era. Even 
those authorities who maintain that the mitzva to separate 
teruma in modern times is by Torah law, agree that in those 
areas of Eretz Yisrael, the obligation is by rabbinic law. 


HALAKHA 


Teruma in modern times - m7 pata mana: The halakhot of 
teruma apply nowadays by rabbinic decree only. By Torah law, 
these halakhot are in effect only in Eretz Yisrael and only when 
the entire Jewish people dwells there (Shu/han Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 331:2). 


NOTES 


Whose prohibition is an eternal prohibition [issuro issur 
olam], etc. - 11 ohiy IDK DN: The commentaries disagree 
about the precise meaning of this statement. Many commen- 
taries reject Rashi’s explanation, that the length of the term of 
naziriteship is determined by the vow taken by the nazirite (see 
Tosafot). The major objection to Rashi's interpretation is that it 
is not completely consistent with regard to the phrase: /ssuro 
issur olam, as well to as the phrase: Fin hetter leissuro and the 
opposite: Yesh hetter le'issuro. 

Some explain these terms in the following manner: Yesh 
hetter le'issuro means: Effecting its prohibition is permitted, 
ie, it is permitted to take action to cause this prohibition to 
take effect. This is true of the nazirite, as one may take a vow 
to become a nazirite, thereby rendering himself prohibited to 
consume grape products. Likewise, it is permitted to plant a 
tree and thereby cause the prohibition of orla to come into 
effect. By contrast, it is prohibited to plant forbidden mixtures, 
and therefore: Ein hetter leissuro, effecting that prohibition is 
prohibited (Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz; Tosefot Rabbi Shimshon 
of Saens; Meiri). 

Yet others explain that the term: /ssuro issur olam, means 
that this prohibition applies universally, even to all descendants 
of Noah, as it was in effect even before the revelation at Sinai. 
The prohibitions of a nazirite and orla do not fall into this cat- 
egory, as they apply only to the Jewish people. However, the 
prohibition of diverse kinds was in effect for Adam as well, and 
consequently their prohibition is eternal (Maharam Halawa). 
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HALAKHA 

Soaked his bread in wine — pa ina mw: If a 
nazirite soaks his bread in wine, and a quarter-log 
of wine, which has the same volume as an olive- 
bulk in liquid measurements, is absorbed in bread. 
If that quarter-log of wine can be eaten in less than 
the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, he is 
liable for its consumption (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 5:5). 


NOTES 


The joining together of prohibited substances 
to constitute an olive-bulk — 05 VON WY 
mr: Although the prohibition against a nazirite 
drinking wine is generally determined by the liq- 
uid measure of a quarter-log, this wine is assessed 
by the dry measure of an olive-bulk because it is 
absorbed by the bread (Maharam Halavwa). 


From where does he derive that the legal 
status of taste is like that of substance - oyy 
mb K y3: Why doesn't the Gemara consider 
he possibility that Rabbi Akiva does not accept 
he principle that the legal status of taste is like 
hat of substance, just as the Rabbis do not ac- 
cept the principle that permitted substances join 
with prohibited substances? The answer given is 
hat this principle is far more substantiated than 
he principle that permitted material joins with 
prohibited material. This is because, among other 
reasons, the principle concerning taste is derived 
by means of an a fortiori inference, an especially 
strong derivation. If Rabbi Akiva was left with no 
other source from which he could derive the prin- 
ciple that taste is like substance, he should have 
derived it from the term soaked (Tosefot Rabbeinu 
Peretz, Tosefot Rid). 


A novelty - wvm: Any halakha in which there 
is a component that is anomalous relative to all 
other halakhot is considered a novelty. A halakha 
of this kind cannot serve as the basis for deriving 
the parameters of other halakhot. 
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And the same is true of fruit that grows on a tree during the first 
three years after it was planted [orla], on two of three counts: Al- 
though the prohibition of orla is not an eternal prohibition, as one 
may eat the fruit of this tree after three years have passed, it is prohib- 
ited to derive benefit from orla, and this prohibition cannot be dis- 
solved, as the fruits that grow during the first three years remain 
prohibited. Therefore, based on the same a fortiori inference, the 
principle: The legal status of its taste is like that of its substance, should 
apply in this case as well. Similarly, all other prohibitions in the Torah 
are more severe than the case of a nazirite in one of these aspects, 
and therefore this principle is universal. In any case, this entire deriva- 
tion presents a difficulty for Rabbi Yohanan, who derives a different 
halakha from the term: Soaked. 


The Gemara answers: In accordance with whose opinion is the previ- 
ously cited derivation? It is in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis, who derive this halakha from the term: Soaked. However, 
Rabbi Yohanan, who said that a permitted substance joins together 
with a prohibited substance, holds in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Akiva. 


The Gemara asks: To which statement of Rabbi Akiva is the Gemara 
referring? If you say it is referring to the opinion of Rabbi Akiva in 
the following mishna, as we learned: Rabbi Akiva says, with regard 
to a nazirite who soaked his bread in wine," and the bread and the 
wine contain enough to join together to constitute an olive-bulk,’ 
that he is liable; from where do we know that Rabbi Akiva means an 
amount of an olive-bulk taken from the bread and the wine together? 
Perhaps he meant that the measure is calculated from the wine alone? 


The Gemara asks: And lest you say that if this amount is from the 
wine alone, what purpose is there to state this halakha, this statement 
comes to teach us that even though the prohibited item is in a mix- 
ture, one is nonetheless liable for consuming it. Since this mishna can 
be explained as referring to an olive-bulk from wine alone, it cannot 
be cited as proof for Rabbi Akiva’s opinion with regard to the combi- 
nation of a permitted substance with a prohibited substance. 


The Gemara states: Rather, Rabbi Yohanan holds in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Akiva in the baraita, as it was taught in a 
baraita that Rabbi Akiva says: A nazirite who soaked his bread in 
wine and ate an olive-bulk of the mixture from the bread and the 
wine is liable. This baraita indicates that according to Rabbi Akiva, a 
permitted substance joins together with a prohibited substance. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Akiva, from where does he derive 
the principle: The legal status of the taste is like that of the substance” 
itself? The Gemara answers: He derives this principle from the pro- 
hibition of meat cooked in milk. In that case, there is merely 
the taste of the milk absorbed by the meat, and the mixture is none- 
theless forbidden. Here, too, in the case of other prohibitions, it is 
no different, and the same principle applies. 


The Gemara asks: And the Rabbis, why don’t they derive this prin- 
ciple from meat cooked in milk? The Gemara answers: The Rabbis 
claim that from meat in milk we do not derive other prohibitions, as 
that prohibition is a novelty." 


The Gemara asks: And what is the novelty in that prohibition? Ifyou 
say that it is unique in that this meat alone and that milk alone are 
each permitted, and yet together they are forbidden, that character- 
istic is not unique to meat cooked in milk. In the case of prohibited 
mixtures of diverse kinds too, this element alone and that element 
alone are each permitted, and yet together they are prohibited. 


The Gemara answers: Rather, the novelty is that if one soaks meat in 
milk all day, it is permitted by Torah law, despite the fact that the 
meat certainly absorbed some taste of the milk, whereas if one cooked 
the meat in milk even for a short time, the mixture is prohibited by 
Torah law. 


NT} AINE WE 902 NPPL IN 
IKIT WIT 


pris aya Di ayy ayy cacy 
bx) - NIT bya wavy wh 
KW XD ~ "D827 


KIT WDT a2 ora hays aN 
alls mis oyy jn b3 x4 
WON NIT- TAA PIT 


DIMANI- KPPN 
KOY min mex x) sat NNT 
imax) yada wav na mpa 

KIT 0395 oyy 


Wag NM NHN MPTP BAN 
KAPI 717039 NYT 


NNS ITT PTE KNS 37 72 TaN 
ay) pow pam rwy 317 
TWR” PITY MD DDL 
TITAN K3) - YD oD yD 
KIPPI. minay ppp dab 
MERY BYA TY- mw ga 
TIAI PPE DI PT TIAN Ka 

iya 


myg 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Akiva too certainly agrees that the 
halakha of meat in milk is a novelty. How can he derive a general 
principle from this case? 


Rather, he derives the principle: The legal status of the taste is like 
that of the substance itself from the required purging of the vessels 
of gentiles. In the section of the Torah that deals with the spoils of 
Midian (Numbers 31:21-24), it states that a vessel used by a gentile 
to cook food must be purged through fire and purified before it may 
be used by a Jew. Isn’t the purging of vessels of gentiles necessary 
only to cleanse them from the mere taste that was absorbed through 
the process of cooking? Even so, these vessels are prohibited if this 
cleansing was not performed. Here, too, it is no different; the same 
reasoning applies in all cases. 


The Gemara comments: And the Rabbis do not derive this prin- 
ciple from this source, as they maintain that the halakha of purging 
vessels of gentiles is also a novelty. What is the novelty of this ha- 
lakha? As in general, anything that contributes taste that renders 
the food tainted" is permitted. If the taste added by the prohibited 
food does not enhance the permitted food, then as a rule it does not 
render the permitted substance prohibited. As we derive this prin- 
ciple from the halakha that an unslaughtered animal carcass that 
is unfit for consumption is not classified as a prohibited animal 
carcass and is not prohibited. However, here, with regard to the 
halakha of purging vessels of gentiles, the Torah states that even if 
they contribute taste that renders the food tainted they are prohib- 
ited. If twenty-four hours have passed since food was cooked in a 
pot, the assumption is that it will contribute a negative taste to any 
foods cooked in the pot subsequently. Nevertheless, vessels taken 
from gentiles remain prohibited until they are purged, even though 
the taste they contribute taints the food. 


The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Akiva, who derives this 
principle from the required purging of the vessels of gentiles, re- 
spond to the previous claim? The Gemara explains: He holds in 
accordance with the opinion subsequently cited in the name of Rav 
Hiyya, son of Rav Huna, who said: The Torah prohibited un- 
purged vessels of gentiles only in the case ofa pot that was used on 
that day. Therefore, it is not a case where the pot contributes taste 
that renders the food tainted. 


The Gemara asks: And what do the Rabbis say about deriving the 
halakha from a pot used on that day? The Gemara answers: In their 
opinion, even in the case ofa pot used on that day, it is impossible 
that the vessel does not slightly taint the food absorbed in the ves- 
sel. Consequently, the halakha of purging vessels of gentiles is in- 
deed a novel case from which principles cannot be derived. 


Rav Aha, son of Rav Avya, said to Rav Ashi: From the opinion of 
the Rabbis, let us learn the correct interpretation of the opinion of 
Rabbi Akiva. Don’t the Rabbis say that the term soaked teaches 

that the principle that the legal status of taste is like that of sub- 
stance applies not only to a nazirite, but that from here you derive 

the halakha with regard to all prohibitions of the Torah? Accord- 
ing to Rabbi Akiva as well, the term soaked teaches that the per- 
mitted substance joins together with the prohibited substance 

with regard to a nazirite, and from here you derive the halakha with 
regard to all prohibitions of the Torah. This explanation is contrary 
to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, who applies this principle only to 

a nazirite. 


Rav Ashi said to him: This cannot serve as a proof, 


NOTES 


Contributes taste that renders the food tainted - nyy jmi) addition of taste renders a mixture prohibited only if the pro- 
D39: The principle that the legal status of taste is like that of hibited item improves the mixture. However, by Torah law the 
substance applies to mixtures of different items, usually when prohibition does not apply if the forbidden item contributes a 
one ingredient is permitted and the other is prohibited. The taste that taints the mixture and renders it inedible. 
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Perek III 
Daf45 Amuda 


NOTES 


Two verses that come as one - pan pains no 
“anga: This is one of the principles limiting the ap- 
plication of an analogy. Ordinarily, an analogy may 
be derived from a halakha stated with regard to one 
case in the Torah. However, if that halakha appears 
in connection with two or more cases, these cases 
constitute the principle of: Two verses that come for 
the same purpose. In this situation, the principle gov- 
erning these cases is: Two verses that come for the 
same purpose do not teach, i.e., an analogy may not 
be derived from two similar cases. This is due to the 
fact that a halakha that needed to be mentioned in 
two different places cannot be a general principle, but 
must instead be an exceptional case. However, certain 
Sages maintain that it is impossible to derive an anal- 
ogy only when a halakha appears in three places, i.e., 
the principle is: Three verses that come for the same 
purpose do not teach. 


A permitted substance that joins together with a 
prohibited substance in the case of a sin-offering - 
nox wy ana) nwyn: The early commentaries 
question this derivation, as the case of a sin- offering 
is an example of the principle that the legal status of 
taste is like that of substance, not the principle that 
permitted material joins prohibited material (see To- 
safot). Some explain that in this case, the meat that 
touched the sin-offering absorbed such a large quan- 
tity of the sin-offering that it is as though part of the 
sin-offering itself, not only its taste, has been absorbed 
into the meat. Consequently, this case does in fact 
involve the principle that permitted substances join 
together with prohibited substances (see Tosafot in 
tractate Nazir; Meiri). 


Both of these cases are necessary — 199% Pasa: The 
reason that one cannot derive a principle from two 
verses that come as one is that since the principle 
could have been derived from one source, there was 
no need for the Torah to mention the halakha twice. 
However, that is true only if the halakha in question 
could have been derived from one case and applied 
to the other. If it can be demonstrated that it is impos- 
sible to apply the halakhot of each case to the other 
case, they can no longer be viewed as two verses that 
come as one. In that case, a principle may indeed be 
derived from them. 


HALAKHA 

That which touches a sin-offering — NXwna v33: 
Food or a vessel that touches a sin-offering and 
absorbs its taste assumes the legal status of the sin- 
offering itself. This means that the restrictions that 
apply to a sin-offering with regard to when and where 
it may be eaten apply to this food or vessel as well. 
If the sin-offering is disqualified, these objects are 
disqualified as well (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 8:15-16). 
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due to the fact that the halakhot of a nazirite and those of a sin- 
offering are two verses that come as one," i.e., to teach the same 
principle, and two verses that teach the same principle do not teach 
that principle by analogy. 


The Gemara elaborates: The derivation that a permitted substance 

joins together with a prohibited substance in the case of a nazirite is 

that which we stated above. With regard to a sin-offering, what is 

the derivation that permitted material combines with prohibited 

material? As it was taught in a baraita with regard to the verse: “Any- 
thing that touches in its flesh shall become consecrated” (Leviticus 

6:20). I might have thought that non-sacred meat that touched any 
part of a sin-offering is rendered prohibited even if it did not absorb 

the taste of the sin-offering it touched. Therefore, the verse states: In 

its flesh shall become consecrated, to teach that this meat is not 

consecrated until the taste of the sin-offering is absorbed within its 

flesh." 


The baraita continues: Shall become consecrated means that its legal 
status becomes like that of the sin-offering itself; that is, if the sin- 
offering is disqualified, this meat will also be disqualified. And if the 
sin-offering is valid, the meat that touched it may be eaten in accor- 
dance with the more stringent standards of a sin-offering as far as 
when and where it may be eaten. The principle that a permitted sub- 
stance joins together with a prohibited substance applies in the case 
ofa sin-offering" as well. Therefore, the principle cannot be extended 
to the entire Torah, as a halakha stated in two cases is not applied 
elsewhere. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the Rabbis as well, let the cases 
ofa nazirite and a sin-offering be considered two verses that come 
as one and they do not teach the principle that the legal status of taste 
is like that of the substance with regard to the entire Torah. 


The Gemara answers that the Rabbis say: Both of these cases are 
necessary’ as they could not have been derived from each other. 
Therefore, they are not two verses that come as one and it is possible 
to derive a principle from these two halakhot. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Akiva, who does not derive a general 
principle from these verses, would respond by asking: In what way 
are they necessary? Granted, if the Merciful One had written this 
principle only with regard to a sin-offering, one would not derive 
the halakha of a nazirite from it, as we do not derive halakhot of 
non-sacred objects from those of consecrated objects. Certain strin- 
gencies and strictures apply only to consecrated property. However, 
let the Merciful One write this principle with regard to a nazirite, 
and you could bring the case of the sin-offering and derive it from 
the case of a nazirite, just as the application of this principle to all 
prohibitions in the Torah is derived from the halakha of a nazirite. 
Since this principle is stated in both cases unnecessarily, these are two 
verses that come as one, and one cannot derive a principle from them. 


The Gemara asks: And the Rabbis, as they maintain that the principle 

that the legal status of the taste of a prohibited substance is like that 
of the substance itself is not limited to these two cases, they would 

say to you that both sources are necessary. The case of the sin-offer- 
ing is necessary to derive the principle that a permitted substance 

joins together with a prohibited substance, as one cannot derive 

the halakhot of non-sacred food from consecrated property. And the 

term soaked, which appears in the context of the halakhot of a nazirite, 
teaches the principle that the legal status of taste is like that of the 

substance. Since both examples are necessary, they are not consid- 
ered two verses that come as one, and it is therefore possible to derive 

a principle from them. And consequently, from here you derive the 

halakha with regard to all of the Torah in its entirety. 
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The Gemara asks: And how could Rabbi Akiva respond to this 
claim? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Akiva would say that both 
cases teach the principle that a permitted substance joins to- 
gether with a prohibited substance, and they are indeed two 
verses that come as one, to teach about the same issue. And the 
rule is that any two verses that come as one do not teach over- 
arching principles. 


Rav Ashi said to Rav Kahana: But with regard to that which 

is taught in a baraita: The verse: “He shall eat nothing that is 

made of the grapevine, from the grape skins to the grape 

seed” (Numbers 6:4), taught with regard to prohibitions of a 

nazirite that these substances join together." If the nazirite ate 

only a small amount of each substance that when joined to- 
gether constitute the measure that determines liability, he is 

liable. Now the following question arises: According to Rabbi 

Akiva, who maintains that prohibited and permitted substanc- 
es join together, is it necessary to teach that one prohibited 
substance joins together with another prohibited substance?” 

Apparently, according to Rabbi Akiva’s opinion, this derivation 
is unnecessary. 


Rav Kahana said to him that this derivation is necessary because 
the two cases are not identical: Whereas prohibited and per- 
mitted substances combine only when they are eaten simulta- 
neously, prohibited and other prohibited substances join to- 
gether even when eaten one after the other. In other words, if 
a nazirite eats half an olive-bulk of grape skins and then eats half 
an olive-bulk of grape seeds, he is liable according to Rabbi 
Akiva. 


MISHNA With regard to dough that is in the 


cracks of a kneading bowl," if there is 
an olive-bulk of dough in one place, one is obligated to re- 
move it. And if the dough does not add up to this amount, it is 
nullified due to its insignificance. 


And similarly, with regard to the halakhot of immersion to 
purify the bowl from ritual impurity, if one is particular about 
the dough" that is stuck in the cracks and he plans to remove it 
and use it, it is a foreign substance that interposes between the 
kneading bowl and the water of the ritual bath, and invalidates 
the immersion of the bow], leaving it ritually impure. And if he 
wants the dough to remain in place, its status is like that of the 
kneading bowl itself and is not an interposition. 


NOTES 


Is it necessary to teach that one prohibited substance joins 
together with another prohibited substance - 11D’) ToN 
xwa: Actually, there is a principle that one prohibited item 
does not combine with another. One is not punished for eat- 
ing a mixture that contains half an olive-bulk of one prohibited 
item and half an olive-bulk of another prohibited item. Conse- 
quently, it is not at all obvious that one prohibited substance 
joins together with another prohibited substance. However, 
since the various foods prohibited to a nazirite are all included 
in the same prohibition, in this particular case it is possible to 


derive the concept that prohibited substances join together by 
means of an a fortiori argument from the halakha of a mixture 
of permitted and prohibited substances (Meiri). 


If one is particular about the dough - voy TP OX: One's 
intention is of great significance with regard to matters of 
ritual purity and impurity. For example, the manner in which a 
person relates to an object can determine whether it is consid- 
ered a vessel or an incomplete vessel, whether it is a broken or 
intact, or, as in this case, whether or not a substance is deemed 
an interposition for the purposes of ritual immersion. 


HALAKHA 

The joining together of items prohibited to a nazirite - 9% 
PINN: The foods that are prohibited to a nazirite join 
together. This means that if a nazirite eats an olive-bulk of a 
mixture of grapes, grape seeds, grape skins and unripe grapes, 
he is flogged. Similarly, he is punished for eating a measure of 
an olive-bulk of these items one after another, if he does so 
within the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:3). 


Dough that is in the cracks of a kneading bowl - pxa 
72 Pp Poaw: If an olive-bulk of dough is stuck in one area of a 
kneading bowl, one is obligated to remove it. However, it is nul- 
lified if it serves to reinforce the bowl, provided there is not an 
olive-bulk in one place, in accordance with the second version 
of Rav Yehuda’s statement (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 442:7). 
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NOTES 
In a case where they serve to reinforce the bowl - nipna 
pind prwyw: Rashi explains that the term: Serve to Rhoe 


refers to dough that is placed in a crack on the base of the 
bowl, whereas dough that is placed in a crack on the side of 
he bowl does not serve to reinforce. According to the geonim, 
dough serves to reinforce the bowl if it is in a crack or a hole in 
a bowl, whereas any dough that is not in a crack does not serve 
o reinforce the bowl. Rav Yitzhak ibn Giat explains that dough 
placed in a crack that goes all the way through the bowl serves 
o reinforce the bowl, while dough does not serve to reinforce 


he bowl if it is in a crack that does not go all the way through 
he bowl. The Meiri suggests a similar explanation. 


Dough that serves to reinforce the base of a bowl, according to Rashi 


Dough on the side of a bowl that does not serve to reinforce it, according to Rashi 


Perek Il 
Daf 45 Amudb 


MOISE 
Delete the lenient baraita - xpp mD: In other words, Rav 
Huna maintains that this version of the baraita was flawed. As 
the baraitot were transmitted orally, sometimes the tanna'im 
who taught them would err in reciting them. 
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G E M ARA Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: They 


taught that one is obligated to remove a 
combined olive-bulk of leaven only in a case where the pieces of 
dough are not in a position where they serve to reinforce the 
kneading bowl. However, in a case where they serve to reinforce 
the bowl" and they will remain there for this purpose, he is not 
obligated to remove them; he may simply render them null and 
void. 


The Gemara concludes: This proves by inference that with regard 
to less than an olive-bulk, even in a place where it does not 
serve to reinforce the bowl, one is not obligated to remove it. 


Some teach the statement of Rav Yehuda with regard to the latter 
clause of the mishna: And if the dough is not an olive-bulk, it is 

nullified due to its insignificance. Rav Yehuda said that Shmu- 
el said: They taught that one is obligated to remove less than an 

olive-bulk of dough in one place only in a place where it serves 

to reinforce the bowl; however, in a place where it does not 
serve to reinforce the bowl, one is obligated to remove it. This 

proves by inference that if there is an olive-bulk of dough in one 

place, even in a place where it serves to reinforce the bowl, one 

is obligated to remove it. 


The Gemara comments: It was taught in a baraita in accordance 
with the first version of Rav Yehuda’s statement, and it was taught 
in a different baraita in accordance with the latter version of his 
statement. The Gemara elaborates: It was taught in a baraita in 
accordance with the first version of Rav Yehuda’s statement: 
With regard to dough that is in the cracks of a kneading bowl in 
a place where it is serves to reinforce the bowl, it does not in- 
terpose and invalidate the immersion for ritual impurity, and one 
does not violate the prohibition against having leaven in his pos- 
session during Passover. And in a case where it does not serve 
to reinforce the bowl, it interposes, and one violates the prohi- 
bition against having leaven in his possession on Passover. In what 
case is this statement said? It is in the case of an olive-bulk of 
dough; however, in a case where there is less than olive-bulk, 
even in a case where it does not serve to reinforce the bowl, it 
does not interpose and one does not violate a prohibition by 
having it in his possession. 


And it was taught in a different baraita in accordance with the 
latter version of Rav Yehuda’s statement: With regard to dough 
that is in the cracks of a kneading bowl, in a place where it serves 
to reinforce the bowl, 


it does not interpose in the immersion and one does not violate 
the prohibition against having leaven in his possession during 
Passover. In a case where the dough does not serve to reinforce 
the bowl, it interposes in the immersion and one violates the 
prohibition against owning leaven on Passover. In what case is 
this statement said? It is in a case where the dough is less than 
an olive-bulk. However, if it is an olive-bulk, even in a case 
where it serves to reinforce the bowl it interposes in the immer- 
sion and one violates a prohibition by having it in his possession 
during the Festival. 


The Gemara asks: In any case, these baraitot contradict each 
other. Rav Huna said: Delete the first, lenient baraita’ from 
before the stringent one. 
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Rav Yosef said: Have you removed the tanna’im from the world?" 
It is a dispute between tanna’im. The baraita is in accordance with 
the ruling of another Sage and is not the result of a flawed baraita, as 
it was taught in a baraita: With regard to bread that grew moldy and 
is no longer edible, one is obligated to remove it, due to the fact that 
it is suitable to be ground and to leaven other dough. Apparently, 
one is obligated to remove even inedible leaven. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: In what case is this statement said? 
In a case where the bread was maintained for consumption; how- 
ever, a mass of hardened leaven" that one designated for the purpose 
of sitting upon it, not for consumption, is nullified. Rav Yosef infers 
from the baraita: From the fact that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar said 
that this leaven is nullified, this proves by inference that the first 
tanna maintains that in that case, the leaven is not nullified. Appar- 
ently, the first tanna maintains that with regard to any olive-bulk of 
leaven, even though one renders it null and void, it is not nullified. 
The respective opinions of these two Sages are presented in the two 
conflicting baraitot with regard to dough in a bowl. 


Abaye said to him: You resolved the contradiction between the 
baraitot with regard to an olive-bulk of leaven by establishing it as a 
tannaitic dispute. According to the first tanna, an olive-bulk of leaven 
cannot be nullified at all, whereas Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar maintains 
that it can be nullified. However, did you resolve the contradiction 
with regard to less than an olive-bulk of leaven? Rather, both this 
baraita and that baraita are in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon ben Elazar, and nevertheless it is not difficult. This baraita, 
where he prohibits the dough in a crack of the bowI, refers to a situa- 
tion where the dough is in the place in the bowl where kneading takes 
place, as any dough he later inserts into the bowl will come into 
contact with the dough in the crack. However, in that case, Rabbi 
Shimon ben Elazar rules leniently, as the dough is not in the place in 
the bowl where kneading takes place. 


Rav Ashi said: Do not say that dough not in the place in the bowl 
where kneading takes place, refers only to the area on the back of, i.e., 
outside the basin; rather, it also refers to the area on the edge of the 
basin, as dough does not come into contact with that part of the bowl. 


The Gemara asks: This is obvious; why was it necessary to make that 
statement? The Gemara answers: Rav Ashi’s statement is necessary 
lest you say that dough sometimes drips there and it should there- 
fore be considered the place in the bowl where kneading takes place. 
Therefore, the baraita teaches us that this is not the case, and one is 
not obligated to remove leavened dough from that part of the bowl. 


Rav Nahman said that Rav said: The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar that a mass of leaven 
designated for the purpose of sitting upon is nullified. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? Didn’t Rav Yitzhak bar Ashi say that 
Rav said: If one covered the surface of a mass of leaven with mortar," 
the leaven is nullified? The Gemara infers: If he covered it with mor- 
tar, yes, it is nullified; however, if he did not cover it with mortar, no, 
it is not nullified. In this statement, Rav states that a mass of leaven is 
nullified only if it is covered with mortar. 


The Gemara answers: He who teaches this statement does not teach 
that statement, as there is a dispute between amora’im with regard to 
Rav’s opinion. 


Some say an alternative version of the above statement. Rav Nahman 
said that Rav said: The halakha is not in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, as Rav Yitzhak bar Ashi said that 
Rav said: If one covered the surface of a mass of leaven with mortar, 
it is nullified. This ruling indicates that if one did not cover the surface 
with mortar, the leavened dough is not nullified, in accordance with 
the opinion of the first tanna. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 

Have you removed the tanna‘im from the world — xan 
sawa nbpw: Even when better answers are available, this 
response, which indicates that this issue is subject to a dis- 
pute of tannaiim, is preferable to the complete dismissal 
of a baraita. Furthermore, the amora‘im would prefer to 
say that two conflicting baraitot represent two different 
opinions, rather than forcing a resolution between the 
two sources. Of course, that cannot resolve a contradiction 
within a single source. 


A mass of leaven — 7ixt ngia: Some commentaries 
explain that this refers to balls of dough prepared from 
barley that was dried for use in Babylonian kutah (Arukh). 


HALAKHA 
If one covered the surface with mortar - %3 m39 Mv: 
If one uses mortar to cover a mass of hardened leavened 
dough, he may keep it during Passover (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 442:11). 
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HALAKHA 

Two half-olive-bulk portions with a string of dough — 3” 
Vm DPN NYT: If two portions of dough, each half an 
olive-bulk in size, are separated in a kneading bowl, but 
are connected by a string of dough so that if the string of 
dough is lifted both pieces of leavened dough are lifted 
with it, one is obligated to remove them (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 442:8). 


Two half-olive-bulk portions in a house - ON 8sm Iw 
maa: If two segments of leavened dough, each half an 
olive-bulk in size, are located in one area of a house, the 
owner is obligated to remove them, as they might combine 
when they are gathered. If they are in two different areas 
of the house, one is not obligated to remove them, as it is 
unlikely that the two pieces will come together. Although 
the Gemara does not resolve this question, the halakha is 
lenient in this regard, as it is a case of uncertainty involv- 
ing a rabbinic decree (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 442:8). 


Bread that grew moldy - nawy ns: If bread grows so 
moldy before Passover that it is unfit for consumption by a 
dog, there is no obligation to eliminate it. If moldy bread is 
still fit to be eaten by a dog, it must be eliminated (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 442:9). 


Nullifying ritual impurity - mya hwa: If ritually impure 
food is ruined to the extent that it is no longer fit for con- 
sumption by a dog, it becomes ritually pure (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 2:18). 


Tanners’ bowls - ’yIayit Naw: One is not obligated to 
eliminate the contents of a tanner’s bowl into which flour 
was placed if someone places animal hides in the bowl 
even one hour prior to the time for removing leaven. If 
no one places hides in the bowl but the flour mixture sat 
for three days, one is similarly not obligated to remove 
the contents of the bowl. However, if three days have 
not passed since the flour was added, one is obligated 
to remove the bowl's contents, in accordance with the 
ruling of Rabbi Natan in the Tosefta (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 442:1). 


—— NOTES 
In a house one is obligated to remove — wih an maa: 
Some commentaries maintain that this statement refers 
to two pieces of leavened dough attached by a string of 
dough (Korban Netanel). In the Jerusalem Talmud the op- 
posite is stated: Two half-olive-bulk pieces of leavened 
dough in a single kneading bowl must be eliminated, as 
the bowl combines them. This is not the case if the two 
pieces are merely in the same house, as presence in a 
common building does not render them a single entity. 
Another explanation for why the halakha should be more 
enient with regard to dough in a house than in bowl is that 
dough in a kneading bowl remains clean and can be eaten 
afterward, which is not true of dough left elsewhere in the 
house (Maharam Halawa). 


Burned with ritually impure teruma - TAYI OY NDW: 

The Rif infers from here that not only is it permitted to 
confer impurity on ritually pure leavened teruma, one is 
even obligated to eliminate and burn it. Rabbi Aharon 

HaLevi maintains that although this statement does indi- 
cate that a person may burn leavened teruma, there is no 
obligation to do so. 


BACKGROUND 

Tanning hides - miniy 1nay: Tanning was performed in 
several different manners in the mishnaic and talmudic 
periods, depending on the type of hide and the quality 
of the leather one sought to produce. Flour was added 
for certain types of production, e.g., for parchments and 
similar products, as the leavening process facilitates their 
production. 

Leather to which flour has been added is still considered 
unfinished, as additional steps are required to complete 
the tanning process. 
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Rav Nahman said that Shmuel said: With regard to two half- 
olive-bulk portions of leavened dough with a string of dough" 
connecting between them, one observes: In any case that were 
the string taken and the portions are taken with it, one is obli- 
gated to remove the dough, as the string unites them into an olive- 
bulk ofleaven. And if the portions are not taken with it, one is not 
obligated to remove them. 


Ulla said: We stated this leniency that it is not necessary to remove 
half-olive-bulk portions of leavened dough only when the seg- 
ments are in a kneading bowl, stuck separately to the sides of 
the bowl. However, if they are located in a house," one is obli- 
gated to remove" them even in the absence of a string of dough 
connecting the two pieces. 


What is the reason for this? It is because a person will sometimes 
gather them when cleaning his house and they will fall adjacent 
to each other. If this occurs, the two portions will form an olive- 
bulk of leavened dough. 


Ulla said: The Sages raise a dilemma in the West, Eretz Yisrael: If 
one piece of leavened bread was in the main area of a house and 
the other piece was in the upper story, what is the halakha? If one 
piece is in the house and the other is in a portico, what is the ha- 
lakha? Similarly, if the two segments are in two houses, one inside 
the other, what is the halakha? 


The Gemara states: Let these dilemmas stand unresolved. 


The Sages taught: With regard to bread that grew moldy" and was 

rendered inedible for consumption by a person, but a dog can 

eat it, it can become impure with the ritual impurity of foods in 

the measure of an egg-bulk in size, as it is still considered food. If 
the moldy bread was ritually pure teruma, it may be burned with 

ritually impure teruma" on Passover. Once the bread is no longer 
fit for human consumption, the prohibition against actively render- 
ing it impure no longer applies. They said in the name of Rabbi 

Natan: It cannot become ritually impure. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is that which 

we learned in a mishna: The Sages stated a principle with regard 

to ritual purity: Any food that is designated as food for a person 

that becomes impure remains ritually impure until it is rendered 

unfit to be consumed by a dog." The Gemara reiterates: In ac- 
cordance with whose opinion is that statement? The Gemara an- 
swers: It is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Natan, as 

his statement indicates that food designated as food for a person is 

rendered ritually pure as soon as it becomes unfit to be eaten by a 

person. 


The Sages taught: With regard to tanners’ bowls" into which one 
placed flour in the production process of leather,’ if the flour was 
placed within three days of the start of Passover, one is obligated 
to remove it, as it is still considered edible leaven. However, if one 
added the flour prior to three days before Passover, one is not 
obligated to remove the contents of the bowl, as the flour will have 
already been rendered inedible by the odor of the vessel before the 
beginning of Passover, and is no longer considered edible. Rabbi 
Natan said: In what case is this statement said? In a case where 
one did not place animal hides into the bowl; however, if one 
placed hides into the bowl, even if Passover is within three days 
of when he placed the flour in the bowl, he is not obligated to 
remove the flour. Once the foul-smelling hides are placed in the 
bowI, the flour is certainly no longer edible. 


Rava said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Natan with regard to this issue. Consequently, there is no 
set time at which the flour is considered spoiled, as it is considered 
inedible even one day or even one hour after hides were added to 
the bowl. 
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We learned in the mishna: And similarly, with regard to the halakhot of 
immersion to purify the bowl from ritual impurity, if one is particular 
about the dough that is stuck in the cracks and he plans to remove it and 
use it, it is a foreign substance that interposes" between the kneading 
bowl and the water of the ritual bath, and invalidates the immersion of 
the bowl, leaving it ritually impure. And ifhe wants the dough to remain 
in place, its status is like that of the kneading bowl itself and is not an 
interposition. 


The Gemara asks: Is it comparable? How can the mishna compare the 
halakhot of leaven on Passover to the halakhot of interpositions that in- 
validate an immersion to purify from ritual impurity? There, with regard 
to leaven, the matter is contingent upon the measure of the dough, as 
an olive-bulk of leaven is prohibited. Here, with regard to interpositions 
that invalidate an immersion, the matter is contingent upon whether or 
not one is particular about the presence of the dough. In other words, 
with regard to interpositions it is the attitude of the owner of the bowl 
that is the decisive factor, not the quantity of the dough. 


The Gemara answers that Rav Yehuda said: Say that the mishna should 
be read: And with regard to interpositions that invalidate an immersion 
to purify from ritual impurity, it is not so, as it is not the quantity of the 
dough but the particularity of the owner that is the decisive factor. 


Abaye said to him: Doesn’t the mishna teach: And similarly" with re- 
gard to ritual impurity. The text of the mishna cannot be so drastically 
emended merely to resolve a difficulty. Rather, Abaye said: This is what 
the mishna is saying: And similarly, 


with regard to the combination of two pieces vis-a-vis ritual impurity" 
during Passover, when it depends upon their volume. However, during 
the rest of the year there is a distinction based upon whether the owner 
is particular about it or not. 


The Gemara explains: What are the circumstances of the mishna’s case? 
It is a case where there is less than an egg-bulk of ritually impure food, 
and it touched this dough in the bowl, and then it came into contact with 
ritually pure food. During Passover, when the prohibition that applies 
to the dough causes it to be considered significant although it is a very 
small quantity, it combines with the first piece of food. Together they are 
the size of an egg-bulk, which is able to transmit the ritual impurity of 
foods. However, during the rest of the year, when there is no prohibition 
that imparts this significance to the dough, the matter is dependent on 
the owner’s particularity; if he is particular about it, i.e., he does not 
want the dough to be there, it is considered food rather than part of the 
bowl, and it combines with the other piece of food. However, if one 
prefers its continued presence in its current location, it is considered 


like part of the kneading bow/ itself, rather than food. 


Rava strongly objects to this: Was the language taught in the mishna: 
Combines? Didn’t the mishna teach that it interposes? Abaye’s explana- 
tion does not account for this term. Rather, Rava said that the mishna 
should be understood as saying: And so too with regard to purifying the 
kneading bowl via immersion. 


NOTES 


With regard to the combination of two pieces vis-a-vis ritual im- 
purity - AMD AVE paw: Seemingly, it would have been simpler 
to say that the mishna is referring to contracting ritual impurity: On 
Passover, the prohibition causes an olive-bulk of dough to be consid- 
ered significant and thus susceptible to contracting ritual impurity. 
During the rest of the year, this small amount of dough is considered 


to be part of the kneading bowl, in which case it is not susceptible to 
the ritual impurity of foods, provided the owner does not object to 
its presence. If the owner is particular about its presence, it is treated 
as dough. This explanation is not presented because the dough is 
prohibited during Passover in any case, and therefore its susceptibility 
to the ritual impurity of foods is irrelevant (Tosafot). 


ublisher 


HALAKHA 


If one is particular about it, it interposes - OX 
yyin voy “pap: For an impure vessel to be pu- 
rified through immersion, it must be cleaned 
from any substance that interposes between it 
and the water. If the owner of the vessel does 
not object to the substance remaining on the 
surface, the immersion is effective, provided 
that the majority of the vessel is not covered. 
However, if the owner objects to the presence 
of the substance, the immersion of the vessel 
is ineffective (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Mikvaot 1:12). 


NOTES 

Doesn't the mishna teach: And similarly - x7 
172...121: Some commentaries have noted that 
a difficulty of this kind, based on the phrasing 
of the mishna, is generally raised only when 
there is an alternative explanation available 
that would not require a deviation from the ac- 
cepted text of the mishna. When there is no 
acceptable alternative, the emended reading 
of the mishna is accepted (Rashash). 
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A creeping animal - yW: 


animals (Leviticus 11:29-37). | 
identification of these eigh 


n broad terms, this term refers to 
rodents, lizards, insects, or any other small creature that crawls. 
In this particular case, the reference is to the halakha that ritual 
impurity is imparted by the carcasses of eight specific creeping 
[he Sages extensively debated the 
creatures. Though not definitive, 
the popularly accepted identifications are: weasel, mouse, toad, 


The Gemara explains: What are the circumstances of the mishna’s 

case? It is a case where the kneading bowl became ritually impure, 
and one wishes to immerse it. During Passover, when the prohi- 
bition of an olive-bulk of leaven causes it to be considered signifi- 
cant, it interposes between the water and the kneading bowl, and 

the immersion is ineffective. However, during the rest of the year, 
the matter depends upon whether or not the owner is particular 
about it. Ifhe is particular about the dough and wishes to remove 

it, it interposes between the water and the bowl. However, if the 

owner desires it to be present, it is considered like part of the 

kneading bowl itself, and it does not interpose between the water 
and the bowl. 


Rav Pappa strongly objects to this: Was the language taught in the 

mishna: And similarly with regard to ritual purity? Didn't the 

mishna teach: And similarly with regard to ritual impurity? Rath- 
er, Rav Pappa said the mishna should be understood as saying: And 

similarly with regard to the transfer of ritual impurity to the 

kneading bowl via this dough. 


The Gemara explains: What are the circumstances of the mishna’s 
case? It is a case where the carcass of a creeping animal" touched 
this dough." During Passover, when its prohibition causes the 
dough to be considered significant, it interposes between the bowl 
and the creeping animal, and ritual impurity does not descend to 
the kneading bowl, i.e., the kneading bowl does not become impure. 
During the rest of the year, when it depends upon whether one is 
particular about the presence of the dough, ifhe is particular about 
it, it interposes between the bowl and the creeping animal and 
prevents the bowl from becoming impure. However, if he desires 
it to be present, it is considered like it is part of the kneading bowl 
itself. Therefore, the entire bowl becomes ritually impure when the 
carcass of the creeping animal touches the dough. 


MI S H NA Deaf dough™ is dough for which it is 

difficult to determine if it has been leavened. 
It is comparable to a deaf-mute, who cannot communicate. If there 
is dough similar to it in that water was added to both at the same 
time, which became leavened, the deaf dough is prohibited. Al- 
though it has not shown external signs of becoming leavened, it can 
be presumed that the deaf dough has also become leavened. 


NOTES 

that has become leavened and dough that has not become 
leavened. While leavened dough makes a sound when tapped, 
dough that has not become leavened makes no such sound. The 
dough described here does not make a sound when tapped and 
is therefore called deaf dough (Rambam). Another interpreta- 
tion is that leavened dough produces a low sound, like a deaf 
person, as opposed to matza, which produces a clear sound 


hedgehog, chameleon, lizard, snail, and mole. In the Talmud 
these eight creatures are often referred to by the term creeping 
animal, without any further description. 


Deaf dough - want pya: See Rashi’s explanation of this ex- 
pression. Another explanation is that the mishna is referring 
to a difference that can be discerned audibly between dough 


HALAKHA 


(Ra‘avad). Alternatively, just as a person who is hard of hearing 
processes sound slowly, so too, this dough becomes leavened 
slowly (Ramban). Yet another explanation is that this dough does 
not become leavened in the typical manner, comparable to a 
deaf person, who does not process information in the typical 
manner (geonim). 


The carcass of a creeping animal touched this dough - yaa 
p¥a xia yW: If the carcass of a creeping animal touched 
dough stuck to the side of a kneading bowl during Passover, 
the kneading bowl does not become ritually impure. This is 
because the prohibition of leaven renders the dough signifi- 
cant, and it is considered an independent entity from the bowl. 
During the rest of the year, if the owner is particular about 
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this dough, then the kneading bowl is ritually pure; if not, 
it is impure. This ruling is in accordance with Rav Pappa's ex- 
planation of the mishna (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 
20:9). 


Deaf dough - wana pxa: With regard to dough that does 
not show signs of becoming leavened, if other dough pre- 


pared at the same time became leavened, this dough is 
also presumed to have become leavened, as stated in the 
mishna. If no other dough was prepared at the same time, 
it should be assumed that the time it would take the dough 
to become leavened is equal to the time it takes to walk 
one mil, which is two thousand cubits (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 459:2). 
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G E M ARA The Gemara seeks to clarify the ruling 


of the mishna: If there is no dough 
similar to it, what is the halakha? Rabbi Abbahu said that 
Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: According to the Sages, leaven- 
ing occurs in the time it takes a person to walk the distance 
from Migdal Nunaya® to Tiberias,” which is a mil,"® two 
thousand cubits. 


The Gemara asks about this formulation: Why is it necessary to 
mention the distance between these two places? Let us say that 
leavening begins after the time it takes a person to walk a mil. 
The Gemara answers: This statement incidentally teaches us 
that the length of a mil is the distance from Migdal Nunaya to 
Tiberias.’ 


12 yaw xp x R Ka) 
ayy tenn Spans DAT nye 
xN 


= Saas 
Migdal Nunaya — 313 Dan: Migdal Nunaya is also referred 
to in some sources as Migdala or Taricheae, which means in 
Greek “the place of salting fish.” Today the town of Migdal is 
situated in the near proximity of the ancient Migdala. 


him, Rabbi Yohanan became its leading spiritual figure and 
headed the yeshiva there, at which point Tiberias became 
the Torah center of Eretz Yisrael for many years. 

Most of the disciples of Rabbi Yohanan, particularly those 
who emigrated from Babylonia, lived and continued their 
studies in Tiberias. Reish Lakish lived there, as did Rabbi Elazar 
ben Pedat, Rabbi Ami, Rabbi Yirmeya, and Rabbi Yona, and 
it is likely that most of the Jerusalem Talmud was redacted 
there. After the talmudic period, Tiberias remained a sig- 
nificant creative religious and spiritual center. Many of the 
works of aggadic midrash and numerous liturgical poems 
were composed there. 

During the post-talmudic era, the inhabitants of Tibe- 
rias were renowned as experts in Hebrew grammar. The 
system of Hebrew vocalization still used today is called Ti- 
berian vocalization, as it was formulated and established 
there. 


In September 2009, a salvage dig of the Israel Antiqui- 
ties Authority prior to the construction of a hotel revealed 
an ancient synagogue believed to be from approximately 
two thousand years ago. In the center of the main hall, 
which measures 120 sq m, archaeologists discovered an 
unusual stone carved with a seven-branched candela- 
brum. It is the first of its kind to be discovered from the early 
Roman period. 


Mil- 3: The talmudic mi/ is a unit of distance related to, but 
not identical to, the Roman mile, from which it received its 
name. One mil equals two thousand cubits. This is equivalent 
to 960 m according to Rav Hayyim Na'e, and 1,150 m accord- 
ing to the Hazon Ish. 


Tiberias and Migdal Nunaya - xm Yum aries 


Archaeological site at Migdala 


Rock with engraving of a candelabrum found in the synagogue at Migdala 


Tiberias — K930: Tiberias is a city on the shore of the Sea 
of Galilee, founded by Herod Antipas (c. 18 CE). It was ap- 
parently constructed on the site of earlier settlements, and 
according to some opinions in the Talmud (Megilla 6a), it was 
he site of the biblical city of Rakkat. At the outset, Tiberias 
was a town with a mixed Jewish and gentile population, and 
he Jewish population was not distinguished for its Torah 
scholarship. However, after the destruction of the Temple, 
several prominent Torah scholars lived there, such as Ben 
Azzai and Rabbi Meir. Tiberias reached its apex when the 
Sanhedrin moved there (c. 235 CE) and it became the seat of 
the Great Council, presided over by Rabbi Yehuda Nesia. After 


Map indicating the distance from Migdal Nunaya to Tiberias 


The time it takes to walk a mil - bn spoon: There are several 
different opinions with regard to this length of time. Some say 
that it is eighteen minutes, others suggest that it is twenty-four 
minutes, while others rule that it is twenty-two minutes (Vilna 
Gaon). With regard to the prohibitions against leaven on Passover, 
the universally accepted practice is to be stringent; therefore, the 
halakha is based on the shortest of these rulings. In addition to 
determining whether dough has become leaven, this unit of time 
also plays a role regarding certain halakhot of prayer (see Maharil; 
Havot Ya'ir, Peri Hadash; Magen Avraham; and others; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 459:2). 
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NOTES 


With regard to a kneader -ba See the explanations of Rashi 
and Tosafot. Others explain that this teaches that the preferable 
time within which one may knead dough before it becomes 
leavened is the time it takes for an average person to walk four 
mil. This longer duration applies as long as the dough is being 
kneaded, as opposed to the case of the deaf dough, with regard 
to which the Gemara stated that it becomes leavened in the 
amount of time it takes to walk one mil. In that case, the dough 
was kneaded and then left alone (geonim). 


With regard to prayer - aban: Some explain that this is re- 
ferring to one who experienced a seminal emission and must 
immerse in a ritual bath before prayer. This statement clarifies 
that such a person is required to walk up to four mil in order to 
immerse (Rav Sherira Gaon). Others explain that it means that 
one who walks this distance must recite the traveler's prayer 
(geonim). Others understand the expression differently and say 
that it informs us that one may pray despite the fact that he feels 
the need to relieve himself, provided he is able to wait the time 
it takes to walk four mil (Ritva). 


With regard to washing hands - orp ona: Some say that this 
is referring to washing one's hands before prayer (geonim). Oth- 
ers understand that this is referring to a person who has relieved 
himself but has no water with which to wash. If he can find water 
to wash his hands within the next four mil, he should wait until 
he can wash his hands to recite the blessing: Who formed man 
in wisdom [asher yatzar], which is recited after performing one’s 
bodily functions. However, if one cannot find water within this 
distance, he should clean his hands in a different way. Others 
suggest that this is referring to washing one’s hands before eat- 
ing in the following case: If one washed his hands in the morning 
onthe condition that he would not need to do so again, he may 
rely on this first washing if there is no water within four mil (Ritva). 


Rabbi Ayvu — (%%t) 131: The standard text of the Vilna Talmud 
makes reference to Rabbi Inya and includes a note in the margin 
of the text indicating that the correct version should read: Rabbi 
Ayvu. In context, it is clear that this alternate version is accurate. 


Halla - mon: The Torah commands the separation of a portion of 
dough, which is given to the priests (Numbers 15:20). This portion 
is called halla and is governed by all the halakhot pertaining to 
teruma, the priests’ portion of the crop. The Torah does not specify 
a measure for halla. When baking for personal use, the Sages 
required an individual to give one twenty-fourth of his dough, 
while a commercial baker must give one forty-eighth. Halla must 
be taken from all dough made from any one of the five types of 
grain, provided that the quantity of flour is at least a tenth of an 
epha in volume. If halla is not taken, the dough is considered 
tevel and may not be eaten. 

Nowadays, as all Jews have the status of being ritually impure, 
halla is governed by the same halakhot as is ritually impure 
teruma and must be burned. Accordingly, the measures men- 
ioned above no longer apply; only a small portion is separated 
rom the dough and burned, and the rest of the dough may then 
be used. A blessing is recited for the separation of halla, which is 
considered one of the mitzvot practiced particularly by women. 
The halakhot of this mitzva are discussed comprehensively in 
ractate Halla. 


Halla in ritual impurity - nyawa abn: According to the Ra’avad, 
his is referring to a case where enough dough was kneaded 
o require one to separate halla, and only then did the dough 
become ritually impure. However, if the dough became impure 
before the obligation to separate halla took effect, the dough 
should be divided into smaller pieces and baked separately, so 
hat the obligation to separate halla will not apply. After the 
pieces are baked, one may place them ina single basket (Rashba; 
Rabbeinu Gershom). 
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Rabbi Abbahu said that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: 
With regard to a kneader,™ i.e., one who kneads dough for 
others and should maintain the ritual purity of the dough; and 
similarly, with regard to washing one’s hands for prayer 
(Arukh),"* and with regard to washing hands" before eating, 
one must search either for a ritual bath to immerse the vessel 
he is using to knead the dough, or for water to purify his hands, 
provided that water is accessible within the time it takes to 
walk four mil, eight thousand cubits. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Ayvu said this halakha, and 
he said it about four cases, as opposed to the three cases 
mentioned previously. And one of them pertained to the 
tanning of hides," which lasts for the time that it takes a per- 
son to walk four mil. As we learned in a mishna: And all types 
of thin, soft hides, which have the status of flesh with regard 
to ritual impurity because their texture is similar to flesh, that 
were tanned in order to be made into leather, or that one trod 
upon for as long as necessary for the leatherworking process, 
are ritually pure. They are considered to be leather and are 
no longer considered like the flesh of the animal, except for 
the skin of a human corpse, which always remains ritually 
impure. The Gemara asks: How much time must one tread 
upon a hide for the leatherworking process? Rabbi Ayvu‘ 
said that Rabbi Yannai said: It is the amount of time it takes 
to walk four mil. 


Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: They taught that 
one must search for water to wash one’s hands before eating 
or prayer for the amount of time it takes to walk four mil only 
when the water is before him, in the direction that he is trav- 
eling. However, when it is behind him, he need not return 
even a mil. Rav Aha said: From this statement one may infer 
that he need not return a mil, but he must return less than 
one mil in order to obtain water. 


a halla" in ritu- 
MISHNA How verane separate halla" in ritu 


al impurity“ during the Festival day 
of Passover? Ordinarily, one may separate ritually pure halla 
from dough and give it to a priest immediately so that he may 
eat it. Ritually impure halla is unfit for a priest and must be 
burned, yet it is prohibited to bake or burn anything that is 
not fit to be eaten during the Festival day. However, it is also 
prohibited to wait and burn it after the Festival day, since it 
will become leavened in the meantime. 


HALAKHA 


With regard to a kneader — bard: It is pre 


water to purify himself within a distance of 
do so. This halakha is in accordance wit 


Hilkhot Bikkurim 8:11). 


With regard to prayer — aban: One who needs to pray 


erable to prepare 
dough in a state of ritual purity. If it is possible for one to find 
our mil, he should 
Rashi’s explana- 
tion of the opinion of Rabbi Abbahu (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, 


but has no water with which to wash his hands should 
continue on his journey for up to an additional four mil in 
order to wash them, provided the proper time for prayer 


will not elapse in the interim, as explained in the Arukh. If 
one has already passed a source of water, he should return 
to it, if it is within a distance of one mil (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 92:4). 


Tanning hides - nitiy trary: If thin, soft hides, which ini- 
tially have the same status as the flesh of the animal, are 
tanned or trodden upon, they are no longer considered 
flesh. They do not contract ritual impurity, as stated in 
the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot 
HaTumot 1:9). 
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Rabbi Eliezer says: A woman should not designate it as halla 
prior to baking; rather, she should refrain from doing so until it is 
baked." In other words, she should wait until she has baked all of 
the dough, and there is no risk of it becoming leavened. Only then 
should she separate halla from it. The portion of halla may then be 
kept until after the Festival day, when it may be burned. Ben Beteira 
says: She should separate the halla before it is baked, and place the 
dough in cold water’ so that it will not become leavened.’ Rabbi 


Yehoshua said: 


She should place it in cold water — pixa Dryn: According to 
this opinion, the water must be cold and must be continuously 
dripping into the container (Nimukei Yosef, Ritva). 


The dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and ben Beteira - npibna 
xran awh 937: Several explanations are suggested for 
this dispute. Rabbeinu Gershom explains it as follows: Ac- 
cording to Rabbi Eliezer it is prohibited to allow this dough 
to become leavened because, since one can decide to which 
priest to give one's halla and thereby earn the priest's apprecia- 
tion, one is considered to have a financial stake in the dough, 
which is a form of ownership. Therefore, allowing this dough 
to become leavened violates the prohibition against own- 


NOTES 


ing leavened bread on Passover. However, it is permissible to 
bake the dough because one may separate halla after it has 
been baked. 

Ben Beteira agrees that one may not allow the halla to be- 
come leavened due to the prohibition against owning leavened 
bread, but he holds that baking the portion that will become 
halla is prohibited, as it is considered unnecessary baking on 
the Festival. The Rosh explains that, according to Rabbi Eliezer, 
placing the dough in cold water is prohibited, since one might 
do this in an improper way (see Maharam Halawa). On the 
other hand, according to ben Beteira, baking the dough before 
separating halla is prohibited because it appears to be an un- 
necessary circumvention of the halakha (Mikhtam). 
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This is not the leavened bread about which we are warned with 
the prohibitions: It shall not be seen, and: It shall not be found. 
These prohibitions do not apply because the halla does not actually 
belong to the owner of the dough; it is instead considered to be 
consecrated property. Rather, she should separate the halla and 
leave it until the evening; and if it becomes leavened, then it will 
become leavened, but this is of no concern. 


G E M ARA The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the 


tanna’im disagree with regard to benefit of 
discretion," i.e., benefit accrued from the option of giving halla, 
teruma and tithes to whichever priest or Levite one chooses. The 
Sages debated whether this benefit has monetary value and would 
constitute a form of ownership. Rabbi Eliezer holds: Benefit of 
discretion is considered to have monetary value. Therefore, one 
owns the halla he separates, and he must be careful to prevent it 
from becoming leavened. However, Rabbi Yehoshua holds: Ben- 
efit of discretion is not considered to have monetary value. One 
does not own the halla, and therefore he may allow it to become 
leavened. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No, everyone holds that ben- 
efit of discretion is not considered to have monetary value, and 
here they disagree with regard to the principle of: Since, etc. As 
Rabbi Eliezer holds:" We say that since, if he wants, he can ask" 
to have his separation of the halla voided when he regrets having 
done so, it is his property. Even if one does not actually revoke the 
status of the halla, the fact that the potential for such an action exists 
indicates that he still maintains a form of ownership of this dough. 
And Rabbi Yehoshua holds: We do not say that since he could 
theoretically revoke the status of the halla, the dough is considered 
his. Consequently, he may leave it until the end of the Festival day 
without being concerned that it will become leavened. 


Apropos the principle: Since, etc., the Gemara cites a related dispute. 
It was stated that the amora’im disagree with regard to one who 
bakes bread on a Festival day for use during the week." Rav Hisda 
said: He is flogged because he has desecrated the Festival. Rabba 
said: He is not flogged. 


HALAKHA 

Ritually impure halla on Passover - nbsa AKAD abn: One 
who kneads dough on a Festival day of Passover should not 
designate it as halla; rather, one should bake it all together 
and then separate halla. If one forgot and designated the 
halla, he should place the halla in cold water so it does not 
become leavened. The preferred method is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, as the Gemara rules in 
accordance with his view. If one forgot, he may follow the 
opinion of ben Beteira, as the authorities state that Rabbi 
Eliezer did not dispute him after the fact (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 457:2). 


NOTES 

Benefit of discretion — M37 Naw: This term refers to one's 
right to distribute obligatory dues to a priest of his own 
choosing; a priest himself may not purchase the rights to 
teruma or halla. Since one may not receive remuneration 
for the dues, there is no set value for the benefit one gains 
as a result of his ability to distribute the dues. Therefore, the 
Sages debate whether or not benefit of discretion has real 
monetary value. 


Rabbi Eliezer holds - 130 qy 105: The early commentar- 
ies ask how it is possible to attribute this position to Rabbi 
Eliezer when Rabbi Eliezer is quoted elsewhere as having 
said that one cannot revoke the status of consecrated items 
(Tosefot Yom Tov). Some answer by claiming that halla is 
different from other types of consecrated property in that it 
remains the property of its owner, and therefore Rabbi Eliezer 
agrees that it is possible to revoke its status (Rav Menahem 
Azarya de Fano). Others suggest that Rabbi Eliezer holds 
that one cannot revoke the status of consecrated property 
only when it results in leniency, but Rabbi Eliezer would not 
apply such a rule when it results in stringency, as in this case. 


If he wants he can ask — Dwn sya x: Some claim that 
it is possible to revoke only the status of objects that were 
unintentionally consecrated. Based on this explanation, the 
entire mishna is discussing a case where the items were ac- 
cidentally consecrated (Rabbeinu Efrayim). Although there is 
a general rule that, ab initio, one may not dissolve vows to do 
a mitzva, this is applied only when one seeks to avoid fulfill- 
ing the mitzva. However, in this case, where the nullification 
is only temporary and is performed to avoid the violation of 
a prohibition, the request to void would be granted and the 
dough's status as halla would be revoked (Ritva). 


HALAKHA 


One who bakes on a Festival day for use during the week - 
bind aiv Diva MDI: It is prohibited to bake on a Festival day 
for a weekday. However, one who does so is not flogged, 
due to the possibility that guests might visit and one would 
then need the food, as stated by Rabba. Rabba's opinion is 
based upon the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, whose ruling is 
accepted in this case (Hagahot Maimoniyot; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 5031). 
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HALAKHA 


Baking and cooking on a Festival for Shabbat — 5% 
naw pish sip opa bwa: When a Festival occurs on 
a Friday, one may not bake or cook on the Festival for 
Shabbat without a joining of cooked foods [eiruv tavshi- 
lin]. This prohibition is rabbinic and was enacted so that 
people would not cook on a Festival for a weekday, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabba (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 6:1). 


A dangerously ill animal - 733027 77a: One may not 
slaughter a dangerously ill animal during a Festival unless 
there is enough time left in the day to roast and eat an 
olive-bulk of its meat (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 498:6). 
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The Gemara explains the two opinions: Rav Hisda said that he is 
flogged because we do not say that since guests may happen to 
visit him," the bread is fit for him on the Festival day itself. Rabba 
said that he is not flogged because we say that since guests may 
visit him, the bread is considered to have been baked for use on the 
Festival day itself. Even if guests do not actually come, he has not 
desecrated the Festival. 


Rabba said to Rav Hisda: According to you, who said that we do 
not say the principle: Since, etc., how is it permitted to bake on a 
Festival for Shabbat? He said to him: One is permitted to bake on 
a Festival for Shabbat due to the joining of cooked foods [eiruv 
tavshilin ]" instituted by the Sages. 


Rabba responded: Due to the practice of the joining of cooked 
foods, which was instituted by the Sages, may one permit a Torah 
prohibition? Rav Hisda said to him: By Torah law, whatever one 
needs for Shabbat may be done on a Festival, and the prohibition 
against performing labor during the Festival does not apply to prep- 
arations for Shabbat. It was the Sages who decreed that one may 
not bake on a Festival for Shabbat, as a decree lest people say that 
one may bake on the Festival even for use during the week. And 
since the Sages required a joining of cooked foods, one has a 
conspicuous marker reminding him that baking on the Festival for 
Shabbat is permitted but baking on the Festival for a weekday is 
prohibited." 


Rabba raised an objection to Rav Hisda’s opinion from a baraita: 
If one wishes to slaughter a dangerously ill animal" before it dies 
on its own and becomes prohibited for consumption, he may not 
slaughter it on a Festival day unless there is enough time so that he 
can eat an olive-bulk of it roasted while it is still day. Rabba reads 
this statement precisely: The baraita stipulates that the slaughter is 
permitted if one can eat the meat while it is still day, although he 
is not required to actually eat the meat. Granted, according to my 
position, that I said that one may rely on the principle: Since, etc., 
this ruling is reasonable. Since if one wants to eat he may eat, due 
to that reason alone he may slaughter the animal. But according to 
you, who said that we do not say the principle of: Since, etc., why 
may he slaughter such an animal? 


Rav Hisda said to him: He is permitted to slaughter the animal due 
to the monetary loss that would be incurred by not slaughtering it, 
and not due to the principle of: Since, etc. Rabba asked rhetorically: 
Will we permit a Torah prohibition due to monetary loss? 


Rav Hisda said to him: Yes, although this factor on its own does 
not mitigate the prohibition. Rather, due to the monetary loss that 
would otherwise be incurred, one decided to eat an olive-bulk of 
the meat, although he does not need to. And since it is impossible 
to eat even an olive-bulk of meat without slaughtering the animal, 
one is permitted to slaughter the animal. 


Rabba raised another objection to him: The shewbread in the 
Temple 


NOTES 


Since guests may happen to visit him — ay hp bwin 
Dmx: The Maharam Halawa explains that the fact that guests 
might visit cannot be used to permit an activity that would 
otherwise be prohibited. The discussion is about whether one 
is exempt from lashes because the certainty of the violation has 
been undermined; however, the action is still prohibited. 


Joining of cooked foods [eiruv tavshilin] - powan ayy: Firuv 
tavshilin, or the joining of cooked foods, is a ritual that permits 
one to cook and prepare food on a Festival that occurs on a 
Friday, for use on Shabbat. A fundamental difference between a 
Festival and Shabbat is that certain activities in the preparation 


of food are permitted on Festivals. However, the Sages decreed 
that food may not be prepared for use after the Festival, or even 
from one day of a Festival to the next. This prohibition creates 
a difficulty if Shabbat follows directly after a Festival. In those 
circumstances, the Sages permitted an individual to prepare 
food for Shabbat on the Festival, provided that prior to the be- 
ginning of the Festival he puts aside specifically for Shabbat a 
dish of bread and a cooked item. This dish is called the eiruv 
tavshilin. One who put aside a joining of cooked foods may cook 
on the Festival for Shabbat, as the preparation of these foods is 
considered the continuation of the preparation of the joining of 
cooked foods. 
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may be eaten on the ninth, tenth, or eleventh days from when it 
is baked, no less and no more. How so? In its usual manner it is 
eaten on the ninth day after it was baked, as it is baked on Shabbat 
eve and it is eaten on the next Shabbat, on the ninth day from when 
it was baked. If a Festival occurs on Shabbat eve, the shewbread 
is not baked on the Festival day but rather on Thursday, the eve of 
the Festival. Consequently, it is eaten on Shabbat of the next week, 
on the tenth day from when it was baked. If the two Festival days 
of Rosh HaShana preceded Shabbat, the shewbread is baked on 
Wednesday, Rosh HaShana eve, and it is eaten on the next Shabbat, 
on the eleventh day from when it was baked, because baking 
the shewbread" does not override Shabbat or a Festival.’ Rabba 
asks: If you say that whatever one needs for Shabbat may be done 
on a Festival, why doesn’t the baking of this bread override the 
Festival? Since the shewbread is eaten on Shabbat, it should be 
considered food that one is permitted to prepare during the Festival. 


Rav Hisda said to him: They permitted one to override the rab- 
binic decree in the Temple only with regard to baking on a Festival 

for the proximate Shabbat, i.e., Shabbat that immediately follows 

the Festival. However, they did not permit one to override the 

rabbinic decree to prepare for a distant Shabbat," namely Shabbat 

of the next week. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, 
who said in the name of Rabbi Shimon, son of the deputy High 
Priest, that the baking of the shewbread overrides a Festival but 
does not override the fast day of Yom Kippur, what can be said? 
Apparently, the issue is the subject of a tannaitic dispute between 
Rabbi Shimon, son of the deputy High Priest, who contends that it 
is permissible to prepare the shewbread during a Festival, and the 
Rabbis, who prohibit it. 


The Gemara explains that they do not dispute the basic principle. 
Rather, this is the point over which they disagree: One Sage, i.e., 
the Rabbis, holds that they permitted one to override the rab- 
binic decree only to prepare for the proximate Shabbat, but they 
did not permit one to override the rabbinic decree to prepare for 
a distant Shabbat. Therefore, the baking of the shewbread does not 
override the Festival. And one Sage, Rabbi Shimon, holds that they 
also permitted one to override the rabbinic decree in order to 
prepare for a distant Shabbat. 


Rav Mari raised an objection: The two loaves" of bread that are 

brought as a communal offering on Shavuot are eaten by the priests 

no sooner than the second day and no later than the third day 
from when they are baked. How so? They are generally baked on 

the eve of the Festival and eaten on the Festival, the second day 
from their baking. If the Festival occurs after Shabbat, they are 

baked on Friday and they are eaten on the third day from the bak- 
ing, because the baking of the two loaves" does not override Shab- 
bat or the Festival. Rav Mari asks: If you say that whatever one 

needs for Shabbat may be done on a Festival, now that it is per- 
mitted to engage in the necessary preparations for Shabbat on a 

Festival, is it necessary to mention that it is permitted to bake for 
the Festival itself on the Festival? As such, why doesn’t the baking 

of the two loaves override the Festival? 


The Gemara answers: It is different there, in the case of the two 
loaves, as the verse says: “No kind of labor shall be done on them, 


save that which every man must eat, that only may be done for you” 


(Exodus 12:16). This indicates that it is permitted to cook and bake 
only “for you,’ i.e., for human consumption, and not for the One 
above, namely for the Temple service. 


HALAKHA 

Baking the shewbread — 0357 ond mp: Baking the shew- 
bread does not override either Shabbat or a Festival. Therefore, 
when the two days of Rosh HaShana occur on Thursday and 
Friday, the shewbread must be baked on Wednesday. The 
shewbread is always eaten on the following Shabbat. In the 
case when Rosh HaShana occurs on Thursday and Friday, it is 
eaten on the eleventh day from when it was baked (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 5:10). 


Baking of the two loaves — onda mw maK: The baking of 
the two loaves offered on Shavuot does not override Shabbat 
or a Festival, and consequently they must be baked before 
the Festival begins. If the day before the Festival occurs on 
Shabbat, the loaves must be baked on Friday. Therefore, there 
are times when the two loaves are eaten on the third day 
after they have been baked (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin 8:8). 


Preparation of the flour for the two loaves 


NOTES = £—WW—__—_—__- 
Laws of the shewbread - 0°53 ony niaya: The laws of the 
shewbread are stated in the Torah (Leviticus 24:6-9) and ex- 
plained in tractate Menahot. The twelve loaves of shewbread 
were placed on the sacred golden table inside the Sanctuary 
every Shabbat. On the following Shabbat, the loaves were 
removed and distributed for consumption by the priests. New 
loaves were then placed on the table. 


They did not permit one to override the rabbinic decree for 
a distant Shabbat - 77 x APIN Maw: At first glance, it is 
difficult to understand the suggestion that one may bake on 
a Festival for Shabbat a week later. It seems that this was the 
rationale: Although the loaves are eaten only on the Shabbat 
of the next week, the baking could be considered a neces- 
sary preparation for the proximate Shabbat, as the mitzva to 
place the shewbread on the sacred table pertains to Shabbat 
immediately following the Festival (Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz). 


The two loaves — onda mw: Two loaves were brought as a 
communal offering on the festival of Shavuot (Leviticus 23:17). 
In contrast to most of the other meal-offerings, these loaves 
were leavened. Two lambs, the communal peace-offerings, 
were brought together with these two loaves. Both the loaves 
and the lambs were ceremonially waved. Afterward, they 
were divided up among the priests and eaten in the Temple 
courtyard. 
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NOTES 


Liable for violating eight prohibitions - ow why pam 
pnd ming: It is possible to add more negative ie 
ments to this list by stating that one was plowing with 
several pairs of oxen and donkeys. However, this list in- 
cludes only different prohibitions that one can transgress 
through a single action, not multiple violations of the same 
prohibition. 

The exact way in which these eight prohibitions are enu- 
merated is a subject of debate. According to Rashi, there are 
separate prohibitions to plow with a consecrated ox, which 
is set aside as a sacrifice, and to plow with a consecrated 
donkey, which is donated to the Temple treasury. According 
to Tosafot, these are counted as one negative command- 
ment, whereas there are two commandments with regard 
to forbidden mixtures of diverse kinds, one for food crops 
in a vineyard and one for a forbidden mixture of seeds. 
Others note that there are two negative commandments 
that pertain to a nazirite: When one violates the terms of 
being a nazirite, he also violates the general prohibition 
of violating an oath derived from the verse: “He shall not 
violate his word” (Numbers 30:3; see Avnei Nezer, Turei Even). 


Perek IH 
Daf 47 Amud b 


— NOTES —— 
He should not be liable for plowing - mmh xb TONN: 
Generally, this statement is understood to mean that since 
covering the blood of a slaughtered bird or non-domesti- 
cated animal is a positive commandment, it overrides the 
prohibition of labor on a Festival. However, several early 
commentaries point out that there are positive and nega- 
tive commandments associated with labor on a Festival, 
and the general rule is that a positive commandment does 
not override both a positive and negative commandment. 
Some say that in this case the positive commandment to 
cover the blood does in fact override the negative com- 
mandment not to perform labor during the Festival. While 
he positive commandment to refrain from labor remains, 
one is not flogged for violating this positive commandment. 
However, other sources do not accept this explanation. 
Some explain that the question is not referring to the viola- 
ion of plowing during the Festival, but instead is referring 
o the prohibition of plowing diverse kinds. According to 
his interpretation, the positive commandment of covering 
blood overrides the prohibition of diverse kinds, reducing 
he number of prohibitions for which one is flogged (Josefot 
Rabbeinu Peretz). 


Covering the blood - D17 pa: The commandment to 
cover the blood of slaughtered birds and non-domesticat- 
ed animals is mentioned in the Torah (Leviticus 17:13) and is 
described in greater detail in the sixth chapter of tractate 
Hullin. The essential principles of this commandment are as 
follows: When one slaughters a non-domesticated anima 
or a bird, the blood that emerges upon slaughtering mus 
be covered with earth. This earth must be fine enough to 
scatter on the surface of the blood; therefore, one may no 
use clumps of dirt or mud for this purpose. The command- 
ment does not apply to the blood of a domesticated animal. 


Fit to be crushed — piad niany: See Tosafot. Some ex- 
plain this to mean that the clods of dirt could have been 
crushed before plowing, such that by plowing one could 
move the dirt and thereby cover the bird's blood. Otherwise, 
the positive commandment to cover the blood would no 
be fulfilled through the act of plowing itself, and therefore i 
could not override the negative commandment of plowing 
on a Festival (Rashash). 
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The Gemara asks: And according to Rabban Shimon ben Gam- 
liel, who said in the name of Rabbi Shimon, son of the deputy 
High Priest, that baking the shewbread overrides the Festival, 
what can be said? How does he understand the term: For you? 
The Gemara answers: He holds in accordance with the opinion 
of Abba Shaul, who said that this verse should be understood in 
the following manner: Cooking and baking are permitted for you, 
and not for gentiles; for the sake of the Temple service, however, 
they are permitted. 


Rav Hisda sent a question to Rabba with Rav Aha bar Rav Huna: 
Do we say the principle: Since, etc.? Didn’t we learn in a mishna: 
There is a case in which one plows one furrow and is liable for 
violating eight prohibitions’ with this single act? The mishna 
explains that this applies to one who plows with an ox and a 
+ donkey, thereby violating the prohibition: “You shall not plow 
with an ox and a donkey together” (Deuteronomy 22:10), and 
they were consecrated, in which case plowing with them consti- 
tutes misuse of consecrated property. If his plowing aids the 
growth of food crops in a vineyard, he has transgressed a third 
prohibition. 


And he is plowing during the Sabbatical year, when agricultural 
labor is prohibited, on a Festival. Additionally, the person plow- 
ing is a priest and a nazirite, and he is plowing a place of ritual 
impurity, i.e., a burial site. It is prohibited for a priest and a nazirite 
to become impure by walking over the burial spot of a corpse. 
Therefore, the one plowing commits two transgressions simply by 
traversing the field. And if we say the principle: Since, etc., he 
should not be liable for plowing" on a Festival, since the dirt he 
loosens is fit for covering the blood" of a bird. One who slaugh- 
ters a bird or anon-domesticated animal is required by Torah law 
to cover the blood. Since it is possible that one will need to slaugh- 
ter many such animals or birds and will not have enough dirt to 
cover their blood, his plowing may end up facilitating covering 
the blood. Therefore, it should not be considered a prohibited 
labor on the Festival. 


The Gemara answers that Rav Pappa bar Shmuel said: The case 
is one in which a person plowed sharp stones, i.e., clods of dirt 
that have hardened and are unfit to be used to cover blood. 


The Gemara asks: Aren't these clods of dirt fit to be crushed" and 
used to cover blood? The Gemara responds: Is crushing permit- 
ted on a Festival? The Gemara counters: But they are fit to be 
crushed in an unusual manner, which is not prohibited by Torah 
law. The Gemara answers: The case is one in which a person 
plowed hard, rocky soil, which cannot be crushed. 


The Gemara asks: Is hard soil fit for planting? The case under 
discussion is one in which a person was preparing the ground in 
order to plant food crops in a vineyard. The Gemara answers: In 
this case, there was hard soil above and fertile, loose soil under- 
neath, into which seeds could be planted. The Gemara rejects this 
answer: Derive that the act of plowing would be permitted in that 
case due to the loose soil, which is suitable for covering blood. 


Rather, Mar bar Rav Ashi said: The case is one in which a person 
plowed mud, which is not fit for covering blood. The Gemara 
asks rhetorically: Is mud fit for planting? The Gemara answers: 
The case is one in which a person plowed moist earth, which is 
suitable for planting but which cannot be used to cover blood. 
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Abaye raised an objection to Rabba’s acceptance of the principle: 
Since, etc. One who cooks the sciatic nerve? in milk on a Festival 
and eats it is flogged for five distinct prohibitions." How so? He is 
flogged due to the prohibition of cooking the sciatic nerve on a 
Festival, which is prohibited because the sciatic nerve is unfit for 
consumption; and he is flogged due to the prohibition of eating the 
sciatic nerve, which is explicitly prohibited by the Torah; and he is 
flogged due to the prohibition of cooking meat in milk; and he 
is flogged due to the prohibition of eating meat cooked in milk; 
and lastly, he is flogged due to the prohibition of kindling a fire un- 
necessarily on a Festival. And if we say the principle: Since, etc., he 
should not be liable for kindling a fire unnecessarily, since the fire is 
fit for use in attending to his legitimate Festival needs, e.g., cooking 
permitted foods. 


Rabba said to him: Remove the prohibition of kindling a fire from 
this list and add the prohibition of eating a sciatic nerve from an 
animal carcass that was not properly slaughtered. 


Abaye responded: Didn’t Rabbi Hiyya teach with regard to this 
mishna: He is flogged twice for his eating, as he violated the prohibi- 
tions of eating the sciatic nerve and eating meat cooked in milk, and 
three times for his cooking, as he violated the prohibitions of kin- 
dling a fire, cooking on a Festival, and cooking meat in milk? And ifit 
is so, that the case is one in which the sciatic nerve was taken from an 
animal carcass, Rabbi Hiyya should have stated that he is flogged 
three times for his eating, as he violated the prohibitions of eating a 
sciatic nerve, eating meat cooked in milk, and eating an animal carcass. 


Rather, Rabba said: Remove the prohibition of kindling a fire and 
add in its place the prohibition of using wood that has been set aside 
from use on the Festival. 


The Gemara asks: Is the prohibition against utilizing set-aside mate- 
rial prohibited by Torah law, such that a person is flogged for violating 
this prohibition? He said to him: Yes, as it is written: “And it shall 
come to pass on the sixth day that they shall prepare that which 
they bring in” (Exodus 16:5). This verse teaches that anything that has 
not been prepared before the Festival is considered to be set-aside, and 
it is prohibited to utilize it. This verse indicates that utilizing set-aside 
objects is prohibited; however, it does not formulate this prohibition 
as a negative commandment. Therefore, the Gemara adds that the 
warning indicating that it is a negative commandment is from here: 


“You shall not perform any labor” (Exodus 20:9). This general state- 


ment pertaining to Shabbat includes utilizing objects that were not 
set aside for use before Shabbat. 


Abaye said to him: Wasn't it you who said: I raised a dilemma before 
Rav Hisda, and some say the correct version is: I raised a dilemma 
before Rav Huna: If one brought a lamb from the meadow, and the 
lamb is therefore set-aside because it was not designated for use before 
the Festival, and he slaughtered it as the daily offering on a Festival, 
what is the halakha? Is it permissible to offer this sacrifice? 


And you said to us: He said to me about this issue that the answer 
can be derived from a verse in Ezekiel pertaining to communal offer- 
ings. The verse states: “And one lamb of the flock, out of two hundred, 
from the well-watered pastures of Israel” (Ezekiel 45:15). This verse is 
expounded in the following manner: The word lamb is referring to 
either a male or female lamb, but not to a firstborn, as that status 
applies only to male sheep. 


The word one indicates that a sacrifice may not be brought from the 
animal tithe. The lamb must be one that can stand alone. An animal 
designated as tithe is always part of a group, as it is the tenth animal 
to leave the pen; therefore, it cannot be offered as a communal offering. 


The expression: Of the flock indicates that only some animals of the 
flock may be offered, whereas one may not offer a palges,““' which is 
no longer a lamb but is not yet considered a ram. 


BACKGROUND 
Sciatic nerve — MIT 13: 


Seii ner 


Cow’ sciatic nerve 


NOTES ——_____ 
Flogged for five distinct prohibitions — wan api: This 
baraita is not accepted as the halakha. It is ruled elsewhere 
that nerves and tendons do not have flavor and therefore 
the prohibition of cooking meat in milk does not apply 
to them, as they are not considered meat. Similarly, many 
authorities conclude that one is not flogged for eating the 
sciatic nerve from an animal carcass that was not properly 
slaughtered (Meiri). 


Palges — pide: The Torah describes two types of male sheep 
that are brought as sacrifices: A lamb and a ram. A sheep is 
considered a lamb from when it is eight days old until it is 
one year old, and it becomes a ram when it is in its second 
year. According to the Sages, it is valid for offerings that 
require a ram only once a month has passed in its second 
year. During the first month of its second year, it is referred 
to as a palges and may not be offered as a lamb or a ram. 


HALAKHA 
Palges - bibs: Asheep between the age of one year and one 
year and thirty days may not be offered as either a lamb ora 
ram (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 1:14). 


LANGUAGE 


Palges - pide: From the Greek 2aAa, pallax, meaning an 
intermediate age between childhood and adulthood. 
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Perek III 
Daf 48 Amuda 


NOTES 
Libations — D39): This refers to the wine offered on the 
altar, Wine libations were offered together with burnt- 
offerings of animals and peace-offerings, as well as with the 
eper's sin-offering and guilt-offering. Different quantities 
of wine were offered, depending on the animal that was 
sacrificed: One-fourth of a hin, i.e., three log, was offered 
or any sheep other than a ram; one-third of a hin, four log, 
was offered for a ram; and half a hin, six log, was offered 
or a bullock. Libations of wine could also be brought as 
independent, voluntary offerings. 


From the well-watered pastures of Israel — byw mpa: 
tis not immediately obvious that only foods permitted for 
consumption by Jews may be offered on the altar, as blood 
and forbidden fats, which may not be consumed, are in fact 
offered on the altar. As such, it must be noted that only 
specific forbidden foods may be offered on the altar; aside 
from these, only permitted foods may be offered. 


What difference is there to me if it is prohibited due to a 
different prohibition - In 337 VD% » ma: This question 
seems difficult to understand: If the prohibition against 
utilizing set-aside items is by rabbinic law, it would seem 
that this is the reason for the distinction between untithed 
produce and animals that are set aside; and the distinction 
is not that one is inherently prohibited and one is prohib- 
ited due to an external factor. Apparently, since there is no 
case where an object is prohibited as an offering by Torah 
law due to an external factor, the Sages also did not prohibit 
items from being brought as offerings for external reasons, 
as all ordinances that the Sages instituted parallel Torah law 
(Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 


Division of labors with regard to a Festival — niox pon 
ajv Dih: The prohibitions of Shabbat differ from those ofa 
Festival for the following reason: The very notion of division 
of labors, namely that one is liable separately for violating 
each of the primary categories of labor, is a novel one, and 
it is derived from verses in the Torah that pertain to Shab- 
bat. Therefore, it is applied only to Shabbat and not to the 
Festivals. 


HALAKHA 


Orla is nullified in a mixture of two hundred - nha any 
ona: If produce from the first three years of a tree's 
growth becomes mixed with two hundred times as much 
permitted produce, the orla is nullified within the mixture. 
A grapevine is considered a tree in this regard. However, 
if it fell into a smaller amount of permitted produce, the 
mixture is forbidden (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 15:14). 


Libations from untithed produce [tevel] - Sava ya papa: It 
is prohibited to bring meal-offerings or libations from tevel 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:9). 


Offerings from animals that are set-aside — p3 M2272 
nypa: One may bring offerings of animals and wine that 
are set-aside during a Festival, as stated in the baraita (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:10). 


Division of labors — niasa pbn: If one performs several 
primary categories oflabor on Shabbat during one lapse of 
awareness, he must bring a sin-offering for each category 
of labor he unwittingly performs. However, if one performs 
many types of labor during a Festival, he is flogged only 
once (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 1:3). 
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The phrase: Out of two hundred, is expounded with regard to 
wine brought as a libation:" From the remaining two hundred 
portions that remain in the vat. This is referring to a case where 
wine prohibited as produce grown during a tree or vine’s first 
three years [orla] is mixed with permitted wine. The halakha is 
that this wine mixture may be brought as a libation only if there 
is two hundred times more permitted wine than prohibited wine. 
From here it is derived that orla is nullified in a mixture of two 
hundred." 


The phrase: From the well-watered pastures of Israel," means 
that sacrifices may be offered only from that which is permitted 
to Israel. From here, the Sages stated: One may not offer liba- 
tions from untithed produce [tevel]," since Jews are prohibited 
from eating tevel. 


I might have thought that one may not offer an animal that is 
set-aside on Shabbat or during a Festival; therefore, you have 
said: Just as tevel is unique in that its inherent prohibition 
caused it to be prohibited for Jews to eat, so too, anything 
whose inherent prohibition caused it to be prohibited for Jews 
to eat is invalid as an offering. This excludes an animal that has 
been set aside," which does not have an inherent prohibition 
that caused it to be prohibited for eating; rather, a different 
prohibition, i.e., the prohibition of utilizing set-aside objects on 
Shabbat, caused it to be prohibited for eating. And if you say the 
prohibition of utilizing set-aside material is by Torah law, what 
difference is there to me if a food is inherently prohibited; and 
what difference is there to me if it is prohibited due to a different 
prohibition?" If there is a distinction between these prohibitions, 
it must be that the prohibition of utilizing set-aside material is 
by rabbinic law, and therefore, like many other rabbinic decrees, 
it does not apply in the Temple. 


And furthermore, Abaye said to Rabba: It is possible to chal- 
lenge your interpretation of the baraita from a different angle. 
Wasn't it you who said, as cited in tractate Makkot, that there is 
division of labors with regard to Shabbat, and therefore one is 
required to bring two sin-offerings if he performed two prohib- 
ited labors of different primary categories in one lapse of aware- 
ness, or if he performed a prohibited labor twice, during separate 
lapses of awareness; however, there is no division of labors" with 
regard to a Festival," and therefore one is not punished with 
multiple floggings for performing multiple prohibited labors? 
Consequently, how could one be liable for multiple floggings for 
the prohibition of utilizing set-aside materials and for cooking 
the sciatic nerve on a Festival? 


Rather, in order to make this baraita consistent with Rabba’s 

opinion, remove the prohibition of kindling a fire and add in 

its place the prohibition of using the wood of a tree designated 

for idolatry [asheira]. And the warning, i.e., the source of the 

negative commandment associated with using this wood, is de- 
rived from here, a verse that relates to an idolatrous city that 

is burned: “Nothing from the spoil shall cling to your hand” 
(Deuteronomy 13:18). 


Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Abaye: If this case is referring to 
using wood from an asheira, one should also be flogged due to 
having transgressed the prohibition of: “You shall not bring an 
abominable thing into your home” (Deuteronomy 7:26). How- 
ever, this would add an extra negative commandment to the list 
enumerated in the baraita. 
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Rather, remove the prohibition of kindling a fire and add in its place 
the prohibition of burning consecrated wood." And the warning, i.e., 
the source of this negative command, is from here: “And you shall burn 
their asheira trees with fire...you shall not do this to the Lord your God” 
(Deuteronomy 12:3-4). Therefore, one who burns a consecrated item in 
a destructive manner is punished with lashes. In conclusion, no adequate 
proof can be adduced from the baraita to reject Rabba’s opinion. 


Rami bar Hama said: This dispute between Rav Hisda and Rabba with 
regard to the principle: Since, etc., is a matter of dispute between Rab- 
bi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua in the mishna. As, Rabbi Eliezer, who 
says that halla should be separated only after the bread has been baked, 
holds that we say the principle: Since, etc." Since any portion of the 
dough could potentially be eaten if another part of the dough is desig- 
nated as halla, therefore, one is permitted to bake bread without separat- 
ing halla from it ab initio. And Rabbi Yehoshua holds: We do not say 
the principle: Since, etc. 


Rav Pappa said that this claim can be rejected in the following manner: 
Perhaps Rabbi Eliezer only stated that we say the principle: Since, etc., 
there, in the case of the separation of halla, because at the time that it 

was placed into the oven, each and every loaf was fit for him, and there 

was no indication as to which loaf he would designate as halla. How- 
ever, here, in a case where the bread one is baking on the Festival is fit 

for guests but is not fit for him, say that so too, even according to the 

opinion of Rabbi Eliezer we do not say the principle: Since, etc. 


Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi, rejected Rami bar Hama’s statement for a 
different reason and said: Perhaps that is not so. Rabbi Yehoshua only 
stated that we do not say the principle: Since, etc., there, where there 
is one portion of the bread that is not fit for him or for guests, because 
the piece that is designated as halla cannot be eaten by anyone due to 
the fact that it is ritually impure. However, here, in the case of one who 
is baking bread during the Festival so that it can be eaten on a weekday, 
when it is at least fit for guests, say that so too, even according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, we say the principle: Since, etc. 


The Gemara recounts: The Sages said Rami bar Hama’s statement be- 
fore Rabbi Yirmeya and Rabbi Zeira. Rabbi Yirmeya accepted it and 
Rabbi Zeira did not accept it. Rabbi Yirmeya said to Rabbi Zeira: 
The following matter has been difficult for us to explain for several 
years: With regard to what principle did Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi 
Yehoshua disagree? Now an explanation has been stated in the name 
of a great man. Shall we not accept it? 


He said to him: How can I accept it? We already learned in a baraita 
with regard to their dispute: Rabbi Yehoshua said to Rabbi Eliezer: 
According to your statement, one violates the prohibition: “You shall 
not perform any labor” (Exodus 20:9). Rabbi Eliezer could not re- 
spond to this claim and was silent. But if it is as Rami bar Hama ex- 
plained, Rabbi Eliezer should have said to him: The reason for my 
opinion is due to the principle: Since, etc., on the basis of which no 
prohibited labor has been performed. 


Rabbi Yirmeya said to him: According to your reasoning, with regard 
to that which we already learned in a baraita, that Rabbi Eliezer said 
to him: According to your statement, he transgresses the prohibi- 
tions: It shall not be seen, and: It shall not be found, and in response 
to this challenge Rabbi Yehoshua was silent, did he too not respond 
to Rabbi Eliezer? He responded to him in the mishna, as we learned 
in the mishna that Rabbi Yehoshua said: This is not the leavened bread 
about which we are warned with the prohibitions: It shall not be seen, 
and: It shall not be found. Rather, it must be explained in the follow- 
ing manner: He appeared to be silent in the baraita simply because his 
response was not recorded, but he responded in the mishna. So too, 
here it is possible to say that he appeared silent in the mishna, but he 
responded in a different tractate. 


NOTES 


And add the prohibition of burning conse- 
crated wood — wap sy boy: Presumably, 
there should be an additional prohibition for 
using such wood, as by doing so one is misus- 
ing consecrated property. However, since one 
is liable for misuse of consecrated property only 
if he derives benefit worth at least a small coin 
[peruta], this prohibition was not included with 
the other prohibitions, which one transgresses 
even at less than this amount (Josefot Rid; Tose- 
fot Rabbeinu Peretz; Maharam Halawa). 


Rabbi Eliezer holds that we say the principle: 

Since, etc. — gin pny wai wx vat: The 
early commentaries disagree with regard tothe 
application of the principle: Since, etc., in this 
context. The explanation cited by Rashi and 

accepted by the Rif is that according to Rabbi 
Eliezer, one may bake all of the dough based 
upon the following application of this principle: 
Since one can request to have the halla status 
revoked such that it would revert to being his 
property, he would violate the prohibitions 
against seeing and owning leavened dough. 
Therefore, according to Rabbi Eliezer, the prin- 
ciple: Since, etc., applies only as a stringency 
and not as a leniency. However, according to 
Rabbi Yehoshua, the principle: Since, etc., does 
not apply in this case and one may separate the 
halla immediately without being concerned 
that he will violate any prohibition. This is be- 
cause the potential to revoke the halla status 
is dependent upon him and it is in his power 
to maintain the designation, in which case no 
problem will arise (see Sefer HaMaor; Milhamot 
Hashem; Maharam Halawa). 
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LANGUAGE 
Melogna - xaaibn: The geonim recorded a version of the Gemara 
that reads Maglona and indicates that this unit of measurement 
was from the city of Maglo, home of Honi HaMe’agel. According to 
this explanation, Honi’s name should be understood as a reference 
to his city, i.e., Honi HaMagloi. It is possible that it was Honi himself 


who established this unit of measurement (Rashbatz). Others sug- 


gest that the word refers to a large unit of measurement and is 
related to the Greek peydAoc, megalos, meaning large. 


HALAKHA 


A kav from Melogna for Passover — xm nyai xap: One 
may not knead more than an issaron, 43.2 egg-bulks, of dough at 
one time during Passover. This ruling is in accordance with the 
statement of Rav (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 4567). 


Perek III 
Daf 48 Amud b 


HALAKHA 
The measure of flour for the obligation to separate halla - nyw 
abn: One is required to separate halla from bread made from 43.2 
egg-bulks of flour. That is the measurement required by the Torah, 
as stated in the mishna (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 324:1). 


LANGUAGE 


Kefiza — x5): Related to the Middle Iranian word kabiz, which 
refers to a measurement of volume. 


NOTES 


ake el 


tza, which means a small amount, i.e., less than the large amount 
mentioned above (Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh). 
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It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: The 
halakha with regard to the separation of halla from impure 
dough during Passover is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer. And Rabbi Yitzhak said: The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of ben Beteira. 


The Gemara asks: How much dough may be kneaded at once 
on Passover without concern that the dough will become leav- 
ened in the process? Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan 
ben Beroka, says: With regard to wheat, one may use the 
amount of flour that comes from two kav of grain; and with 
regard to barley, one may use the amount of flour that comes 
from three kav. Rabbi Natan says in the name of Rabbi 
Eliezer: The matters are reversed. One may knead the flour 
produced from three kav of wheat or two kav of barley without 
concern that it will become leavened. 


The Gemara asks: Wasn’t it taught in a different baraita that 
Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, says: 
With regard to wheat, one may use the amount of flour that 
comes from three kav of grain, and with regard to barley, one 
may use the amount of flour that comes from four kav? The 
Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as this latter baraita is 
referring to low-quality grain, and that baraita is referring to 
high-quality grain. One can obtain a higher proportion of flour 
from high-quality grain than from low-quality grain, which 
contains a greater amount of chaff. 


Rav Pappa said: Learn from this that the extent to which low- 
quality wheat is worse than high-quality wheat is greater 

than the extent to which low-quality barley is worse than 

high-quality barley, i.e., the discrepancy between the different 

levels of quality is more significant with regard to wheat, as 

there, in the case of wheat, they differ by one-third; and here, 
in the case of barley, they differ by only one-fourth. 


Rav said: A kav from the place Melogna' is the amount that 
can be used to prepare dough for Passover." And similarly, 
with regard to halla, that is the minimum amount of dough 
from which halla must be separated. The Gemara asks: Wasn’t 
it taught in a baraita: 


Dough made from five-quarters of a log of flour and a bit more 
obligates one to separate halla?" The Gemara answers that 
this is what Rav is saying: A kav from Melogna is the same 
measure as this, as it is not a regular kav but a larger measure, 
identical to the amount from which one is required to separate 
halla. 


Rav Yosef said: These women of our family ordinarily bake 

kefiza' by kefiza," i.e., three-quarters of a log at a time, on Pass- 
over, since it is easier to prevent small quantities of dough from 

becoming leavened. Abaye said to him: Whatis your opinion? 
Do you tell them to do this in order to be stringent? That is a 

stringency that leads to a leniency, as by working with small 

quantities one removes the dough from the obligation to sep- 
arate halla. 
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Rav Yosef said to him: They do separate halla from the dough, in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer." As it was taught in a ba- 
raita that Rabbi Eliezer says: One who removes loaves of bread from 
an oven and places them in a basket, the basket combines them" to 
reach the quantity from which one is required to separate halla," even if 
each of the loaves would not attain the necessary measure for separating 
halla on their own. And Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. Therefore, the 
women of Rav Yosef’s household would put all the finished matzot into 
a basket and separate halla from them. 


Abaye said to him: But wasn’t it stated with regard to that baraita that 

Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: They taught that a basket combines the 

loaves only with regard to Babylonian loaves that bite from one an- 
other. In other words, the loaves are slightly attached, and when one 

separates them, a bit from one loaf comes off with the other loaf. How- 
ever, it does not apply to long, rod-like loaves [ke‘akhin]'" that were 

baked separately. Therefore, that principle cannot be applied to the case 

discussed here, in which each batch of matza was baked on its own. Rav 
Yosef answered: Wasn't it stated with regard to that baraita that Rabbi 

Hanina said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 

Eliezer even with regard to long, rod-like loaves? This indicates that Rav 
Yosef accepted the view of Rabbi Hanina. 


In light of this discussion, Rabbi Yirmeya raised a dilemma: With regard 

to a board without a rim [levizbezin],' what is the halakha? Is it consid- 
ered to be a vessel that combines loaves baked separately into one unit 

with regard to halla? Do we require the inside of the vessel in order to 

combine the loaves, and that is lacking, since the board is flat rather than 

concave? Or perhaps we require the airspace of the vessel, and that is 

present in this case? The Gemara concludes: Let it stand unresolved. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: A basket combines 

different loaves placed in it with regard to the obligation to separate halla. 
Rabbi Yehoshua says: An oven combines them." Rabban Shimon ben 

Gamliel says: Babylonian loaves that bite from one another are com- 
bined; however, if the loaves are connected to any lesser degree, e.g., if 
they are together in an oven or basket, they are not considered combined 

for the purpose of separating halla. 


bb mliel : Th knead 
MISHNA Rab an Gamlie wel ree women may knea 


their dough as one,’ meaning at one time, and 
bake the batches of dough in one oven, one after the other, and they 
need not be concerned that their dough will become leavened while they 
are waiting to use the oven. 


And the Rabbis say: Three women may be engaged in preparing dough 
as one, in the following manner: One kneads her dough as another one 
arranges her own dough so it takes the form of matza, while another one 
bakes her dough. 


NOTES 


The basket combines them — aber: Some say that this applies 
only when the bread is moved directly from the oven to a basket, 
but not when it is moved somewhere else in between (Tosefot Rid), 
while others disagree (Or Zarua). 


Long rod-like loaves — 03X3: See Rashi. According to the geonim, 
this phrase actually refers to dome- shaped loaves that were baked 
separately. Others explain that it refers to small rolls, which, due to 
their size, do not become pressed together and stuck to each other 
(Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


An oven combines them — 99% 713m: According to Rashi and 
others, Rabbi Yehoshua contends that just as an oven combines the 
different rolls for the purposes of halla, a basket certainly combines 
them. However, others claim that according to Rabbi Yehoshua only 
an oven combines them, whereas a basket does not (Ritva). 
According to some, there are three opinions with regard to the 
obligation of separating halla. According to one opinion, halla is 
taken only from a single batch of dough, based on the verse: “The 
first of your dough” (Numbers 15:20). According to Rabbi Yehoshua, 


an oven combines discrete pieces of dough to attain the required 
measurement. According to Rabbi Eliezer, the loaves of bread are 
combined only when they are placed in one vessel (Maharam 
Halawa). 


Three women may knead their dough as one — niwy Dw) vow 
Mina: Rabban Gamliel is presumably setting a maximum time limit 
with his statement, asserting that if dough sits idle for the time it 
akes to bake two sets of matza it will not become leavened, but if 
it remains for longer, it will become leavened. Others explain that he 
permits this procedure only when each batch of dough is handled 
he entire time; however, if more than three women join the rotation, 
he dough may become leavened despite being handled. Accord- 
ing to the Rambam, the dough will not become leavened as long 
as it is being handled, and there is no particular significance to the 
act that the case cited here discusses three women (see Rabbeinu 
Gershom and the Ritva). According to Rav Sa’adia Gaon and other 
early geonim, the case is one in which three women are preparing 
one batch of dough. 


HALAKHA 

Separating halla on Passover - Mba abn nwa: 
On Passover, it is preferable to prepare dough in a 
small quantity, less than the amount from which 
one is required to separate halla, in order to re- 
duce the likelihood that the dough will become 
leavened. One may then bring multiple portions 
of dough close to each other, so that halla can be 
separated from them collectively. However, it is 
preferable to place all of the fully baked matzot 
into one basket and to separate halla at that point, 
in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Eliezer 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 457:1). 


Combining to reach the amount required for 
halla - yaki ayy: If several loaves or portions of 
dough are not large enough for the commandment 
of halla to apply to each of them separately, the 
basket into which they are placed after they have 
been baked combines them into one batch, and 
halla is separated at that point. However, baking 
the loaves together in one oven does not combine 
them to add up to the minimum quantity required 
for separating halla. Placing the loaves together on 
a utensil that is not concave also does not combine 
these loaves, and there is no requirement to sepa- 
rate halla in this case. Although the issue of loaves 
ona utensil that is not concave is unresolved in the 
Gemara, in practice one is not required to separate 
halla, as the commandment of halla nowadays is 
by rabbinic law (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 325:1). 


LANGUAGE 
Rod-like loaves [ke‘akhin] - }»3¥3: Some explain 
that this means snakelike, i.e., long narrow strips 
that resemble a snake (Va‘adanei Melekh). Others 
explain that it is related to the Arabic ELsS, ka’k, or 
the Persian kak, meaning a loaf of bread, particu- 
larly one that is spiced. 


Greek AaPic, labis, meaning handle, holder, or 
clamp. It refers to an edge or a small frame added 
to the edge of a window, table or shelf. 
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NOTES 
If the dough begins to rise she should 
spread cold water - pixa wivdn man: Some 
understand this expression differently, ex- 
plaining that if the dough begins to rise in the 
oven, then one must strike it with one’s hand 
so that it will not become leavened (Arukh). 


Moist wood — ond myy: From this statement 
it can be understood that at the time, dough 
was kneaded and arranged into loaves or mat- 
zot before the oven was lit, as otherwise there 
would be no difference between a hot or cold 
oven or between moist or dry wood (Meiri). 


HALAKHA 


As long as they are engaged in the dough - 
pla Mppiyw par bs: Dough being used to 
prepare matza should not be left idle, even 
for one moment. This is because as long as 
someone is handling the dough it will not 
become leavened, even if a great deal of time 
passes, as stated in the baraita (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 459:2). 


Cracked dough and dough at the begin- 
ning of the leavening process [siur] - pvo 
IWI: Dough is considered to be leavened 
once it has begun to rise and cracks appear on 
its surface. A person is liable to receive karet 
for eating such dough on Passover, even if 
the cracks are not intermingled. However, if 
the dough's surface has merely become pale, 
one is exempt for eating it. This ruling is in 


accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis in 
the mishna, rather than the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 459:2). 


Dough rising and forming cracks 


BACKGROUND 
Antennae of locusts — w347 97: This expres- 
sion is used to describe both the shape of the 
cracks as well as their size. The antennae of lo- 
custs have a distinct shape and are 12-15 mm. 


Locust with antennae 
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Rabbi Akiva says: Not all women, not all wood, and not all ovens are 
the same, and therefore no set rules should be established. Rather, this 
is the principle: If the dough begins to rise, she should spread cold 
water" in which she immersed her hands, onto the dough, in order to stop 
the leavening process. 


G E M A RA The Sages taught in a baraita: When the woman 


who kneads first completes her kneading, she 
arranges her dough and another woman kneads in her place. When the 
first woman finishes arranging her dough, she bakes and another wom- 
an arranges her dough in her place, and the third woman kneads her 
dough. When the first woman finishes baking, she kneads the dough for 
her next batch, and another woman bakes in her place, and the third 
woman arranges her dough, and they continue in turn. As long as they 
are engaged in handling the dough," it will not become leavened. 


It was taught in the mishna that Rabbi Akiva says that not all women, 
not all wood, and not all ovens are the same. It was taught in a baraita 
that Rabbi Akiva said: I deliberated this matter before Rabban Gamliel, 
asking: May our master teach us if your statement, cited in the mishna, 
was said with regard to diligent women or women who are not diligent? 
Was it said with regard to an oven fueled with moist wood" or dry wood? 
Was it said with regard to a hot oven or a cold oven? Rabban Gamliel 
himself said to me: You have only what the Sages taught, which is that 
this is the principle: If the dough begins to rise such that there is a con- 
cern that it may become leavened, she should spread cold water onto the 
dough to prevent it from becoming leavened. 


MI S HN Aj Dough at the beginning of the leavening process 


[siur], must be burned, but one who eats it is 
exempt from the punishment of karet because the dough had not become 
fully leavened. Dough that has reached the stage of cracking must be 
burned, and one who eats it intentionally is liable to receive karet, as he 
has intentionally eaten leavened bread during Passover. 


What is considered siur? Dough that has been leavened to the point that 
it has cracks that look like the antennae of locusts.’ The stage of cracking 
occurs later in the leavening process, when the cracks intermingle. This 
is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. And the Rabbis say: One who inten- 
tionally eats either this or that, dough with cracks like locust antennae 
or with cracks that have become intermingled, is liable to receive karet, 
as once dough begins to crack it has certainly become leavened. And what 
is siur? It is any dough whose surface has becomes pale like the face of 
a person whose hair stands on end due to fear." 


G E M ARA The Sages taught: What is siur? It is any dough 


whose surface has become pale like the face of 
a person whose hair stands on end due to fear. Cracking is considered 
to have occurred when cracks like the antennae of locusts appear. This 
is the statement of Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis say: What is siur? It is 
when the dough forms cracks like the antennae of locusts, and cracking 
is when the cracks intermingle. And one who intentionally eats either 
this or that is liable to receive karet. 


The Gemara asks: But didn’t we learn in the mishna that siur must be 
burned but that one who eats it is exempt from karet; this is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Yehuda. The opinion attributed to the Rabbis in the ba- 
raita appears to be the same as that which is attributed to Rabbi Yehuda 
in the mishna, but according to Rabbi Yehuda, one who eats siur is exempt 
from karet. The Gemara answers: Say that the baraita should be under- 
stood in the following manner: According to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, 
whose opinion was mentioned previously, one who intentionally eats 
either this or that is liable to receive karet, whereas according to the 
Rabbis he is exempt. 


Rava said: What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi Meir? It is that 
there is no crack above that does not have several cracks below. There- 
fore, even if only one small crack appears on the surface, it is a sign that 
the inside of the dough is filled with cracks and has become leavened. 
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MISHNA W regard to the areen of Nisan that 


occurs on Shabbat," one removes all leaven 
from his possession, whether it is teruma or non-sacred food, before 
Shabbat," except for that which will be eaten during the first part of 
Shabbat. In that case, one cannot remove leaven from his possession 
on the fourteenth of Nisan itself as he does in other years. This is the 
statement of Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis say:’ One may remove 
the leaven at its usual time" on the fourteenth of Nisan by throwing 
it away or declaring it ownerless. Rabbi Eliezer bar Tzadok says: 
Teruma should be removed before Shabbat, as only a few people are 
permitted to eat it and therefore one can presume that it will remain 
uneaten during Shabbat. However, non-sacred foods should be re- 
moved at their usual time, on the fourteenth of Nisan itself. 


G E M A RA Itwas taught in the Tosefta that Rabbi Eliezer 


bar Tzadok says: One time my father, Rabbi 
Tzadok, spent Shabbat in Yavne,” and the fourteenth of Nisan oc- 
curred on that Shabbat. Zonin,” who was the appointee of Rabban 
Gamliel, came and said: The time has come to remove leavened 
bread; and I went with my father and we removed the leavened 
bread. This story serves as anecdotal evidence that leaven is removed 
at the usual time on the fourteenth of Nisan, even on Shabbat. 


MI S HNA One who is traveling on the eve of Passover 


to slaughter his Paschal lamb, to circumcise 
his son, or to eat a betrothal feast™" in his father-in-law’s house, and 
he remembers that he has leavened bread in his house, if he is able 
to return to his house and remove the leaven and afterward return 
to the mitzva toward which he was traveling, he should return home 
and remove his leaven. But if there is not enough time for him to go 
home and remove the leaven, and still complete the mitzva that he 
already began, he should nullify it in his heart, as by Torah law this 
is sufficient. 


If one was traveling to save Jews from an attack by gentiles," from a 
flooding river, from bandits, from a fire, or from a collapsed build- 
ing, he should not even attempt to return, and instead he should 
nullify the leaven in his heart. This applies even if he could remove 
his leaven and still return to his previous activity. If he went to estab- 
lish his Shabbat residence in order to adjust his Shabbat limit for an 
optional purpose," rather than in order to fulfill a commandment, he 
should return immediately to remove his leaven. 


NOTES 


One removes all leaven before Shabbat — nob bon Dx pai 
naw: Some interpret this phrase literally, meaning that one 
should remove all leaven from his possession before Shabbat 
and not leave any for consumption on Shabbat. According to this 
interpretation, one would be required to eat matza for Shabbat 
meals, with the added assumption that the prohibition against 
eating matza on Passover eve applies only after midday (Rabbi 
Zerahya HaLevi; geonim). 


The dispute between Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis — opibna 
D931 VRA 7: Some explain the basis for this dispute as fol- 
lows: Rabbi Meir contends that the only acceptable method for 
removing leaven from one’s possession is through burning, which 
is a prohibited labor on Shabbat. The Rabbis contend that other 
methods of removing leaven are acceptable, and therefore one 
may eliminate it on Shabbat itself (Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi). 


Before Shabbat...at its usual time — 132t3...nawa pd: Some 
suggest a completely different explanation ‘of this dispu e: Rabbi 
Meir states that one must eliminate leaven before nightfall on 
Friday, whereas the Rabbis disagree and state that a person must 
eliminate leaven on Friday before midday, as one would be re- 
quired to do on Passover eve during an ordinary year. According 


to this explanation, Rabbi Eliezer bar Tzadok claims that one 
should eliminate non-sacred leaven on Friday before midday; 
however, teruma should be eliminated just prior to nightfall 
(Tzafnat Pane‘ah). 


Betrothal feast — ppvy nay: The Sages of the Jerusalem Tal- 
mud note the significance attributed here to peace and harmony 
between people, as the mishna compares a betrothal feast to 
commandments such as the Paschal lamb and circumcision, the 
violation of which carries the punishment of karet. 


To save Jews from an attack by gentiles - mia my: Even if 
one is traveling to save only Jewish property, rather than Jewish 
lives, he is not required to return (Me'iri). Even if he has enough 
time to accomplish both tasks, he should not return, lest he be 
delayed and prevented from performing the mitzva (Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan). 


To establish his Shabbat residence for an optional purpose — 
mena nay niaw: In the Jerusalem Talmud it is explained that 
in this case, the person is planning to travel in order to study with 
his master. Although this is a mitzva, it is considered optional rela- 
tive to fulfilling the requirement to eliminate leaven. 


HALAKHA 
The fourteenth of Nisan that occurs on Shabbat — 
nawa nia Sw swy nya: When Passover eve oc- 
curs on Shabbat, one must remove leaven from his 
possession before Shabbat, leaving only enough food 
for the first two Shabbat meals. This is the ruling of the 
Rambam and some of the geonim, in accordance with 
the opinions of Rabbi Eliezer bar Tzadok in the mishna 
and Rabbi Elazar of Bartota in the baraita on daf 13a 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 444:1). 


One who is traveling to perform a mitzva on Passover 
eve - nbs Twa myy qina: f one is traveling on 
Passover eve to perform a mitzva, such as circumcising 
his son or participating in a feast that constitutes or cel- 
ebrates a mitzva, and he remembers that he has some 
leaven in his house, he should return home to remove 
it, provided he will have enough time afterward to fulfill 
the mitzva he had already begun. However, if he will 
not have time to do so, he should nullify the leaven 
to himself. If the time for removing leaven has already 
passed, he is required to return home in any case, as he 
can no longer nullify it to himself (Beer Heitev). If one 
is traveling to save people from a dangerous situation, 
such as a flood, he should not go back for the leaven 
even if he will have enough time to remove the leaven 
and save the people. If he is traveling for his own op- 
tional needs, he should return home (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 444:7). 


BACKGROUND 


Yavne - my: Yavne, a town in Judea, was a center of 
Torah study during the Second Temple period. After the 
destruction of the Temple, Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai 
reestablished the Sanhedrin there and the town at- 
ained great prominence as an important Torah center. 
As the seat of the Sanhedrin, Yavne was the spiritual 
center of the entire Jewish population in Eretz Yisrael. 
The Yavne Yeshiva, initially headed by Rabban Yohanan 
ben Zakkai and later by Rabban Gamliel II of Yavne, at- 
racted many of the greatest Torah scholars of that era. 
At Yavne, many ordinances were enacted to restore 
Jewish religious and spiritual life after the destruction 
of the Temple. It remained an important center until the 
ime of the bar Kokheva rebellion. 


PERSONALITIES 


Zonin — pat: Zonin, from the Greek name Zývwv, Zeno, 
apparently ran the internal affairs of the household of 
the Nasi. Baitos ben Zonin (see above, 37a) was ap- 
parently his son, and he also had strong ties to the 
household of the Nasi. Zonin was wealthy and very 
scrupulous in his observance of mitzvot, as is evident 
from several incidents the Talmud relates about him. 
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HALAKHA 

And remembered that there was consecrated meat in his hand - 
wip wa ita ww api: If one leaves Jerusalem with sacrificial 
meat and remembers only after he passes the area of Tzofim 
that he has it, he must burn it in the place where he remembers. 
However, if he has not yet reached that point, he must return 
and burn it in Jerusalem (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 19:8). 


For how much is one required to return — pyin y7 maa Ww: If 
one leaves Jerusalem with an olive-bulk of sacrificial meat, he is 
required to return and burn it in Jerusalem. With regard to leaven, 
one must return to his house to destroy an egg-bulk, in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesu- 
lei HaMukdashin 19:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 444:7). 


A Torah scholar and an optional feast - mwy ntiyoa 027 Tyn: 

Itis fitting for a Torah scholar to eat optional meals only in hishome 
and to avoid eating in the company of ignoramuses. He should not 
eat excessively, even in the company of scholars. It is proper for him 
to participate in public feasts only when they constitute a mitzva, 
such as at the wedding of a Torah scholar and the daughter of a 
Torah scholar (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 5:2). 


BACKGROUND 


Mount Scopus [Tzofim] - m»Di¥: Authorities disagree as to whether 
this refers to a specific location near Jerusalem or more generally 
to any place from which it is possible to see [/itzpot] the city. Some 
say Tzofim refers to Mount Scopus [Har Halzofim]. Others claim 
that it refers to what is today known as Shuafat, located near the 
northern neighborhoods of modern-day Jerusalem. 


View of the Old City of Jerusalem from Mount Scopus 


View of Mount ae and Old rat of Jerusalem from Sherover Promenade in southern 
Jerusalem 


LANGUAGE 


Gifts [sivlonot] - nisba: Possibly from the Greek oúpßodov, 
symbolon, meaning collateral, gift, marriage agreement, covenant, 
treaty, or contract. 
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And so too, the same halakha applies to one who left Jerusalem 
and remembered that there was consecrated meat in his 
hand." Meat that is taken out of Jerusalem becomes disqualified, 
and one is required to burn it in proximity to the Temple. If he 
passed the area of Mount Scopus [ Tzofim],® beyond which one 
cannot see Jerusalem, he burns the meat at the site where he is 
located; and if he has not traveled that far, he must return and 
burn it before the Temple with wood from the arrangement 
on the altar, which was designated for burning consecrated items 
that were disqualified. 


The mishna asks: For how much leaven or consecrated meat is 
one required to return?" Rabbi Meir says: In both this case and 
that case, one must return for an egg-bulk. Rabbi Yehuda says: 
In both this case and that case, one must return for an olive-bulk. 
And the Rabbis say that the amount depends on the case: With 
regard to consecrated meat, he is required to return if he has an 
olive-bulk, but in a case where he remembers that he has leav- 
ened bread, he required to return only for an egg-bulk. 
G E M A The Gemara raises a contradiction be- 
tween this mishna and another source. 


It was taught in a baraita: One who is traveling to eat a be- 
trothal feast in his father-in-law’s house or to establish 
his Shabbat residence for an optional purpose, must return 
immediately to remove his leaven. This contradicts the mishna, 
which states that one who is going to a betrothal feast may 
nullify the leaven without returning for it, because the meal is 
considered a mitzva. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: This is not difficult, as there is a tannaitic 
dispute with regard to the issue. This source, the baraita, is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, while 
that source, the mishna, is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei. As it was taught in a baraita: A betrothal feast is 
optional; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Yosei 
says: It is a mitzva. 


And now that Rav Hisda said: The dispute between Rabbi 
Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei applies to the second betrothal feast, 
where the groom takes part in an additional meal with the bride’s 
family, but everyone agrees that the first betrothal feast is a 
mitzva, the contradiction between the mishna and the baraita 
can be resolved differently. Even if you say that this mishna and 
that baraita are both in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda, it is not difficult. This mishna, which relates to the meal 
as a mitzva, is referring to the first meal. That baraita, which 
assumes that the meal is not a mitzva, is referring to the second 
meal. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda said: I heard only 
that there is a mitzva with regard to a betrothal feast itself, but 
not with regard to the feast of the gifts [sivlonot],' when the 
groom would present gifts to the bride. While a festive meal was 
eaten on this occasion, it was not considered to be a mitzva. 
Rabbi Yosei said to him: I heard that both a betrothal feast and 
the feast of the gifts are considered mitzvot. 


Having discussed whether a betrothal feast is a mitzva, the Ge- 
mara addresses a related issue. It was taught in a baraita that 
Rabbi Shimon says: A Torah scholar may not derive benefit 
from partaking in any feast that is not a mitzva." 


The Gemara asks: In what case does this statement apply? Rab- 
bi Yohanan said: In a case where the daughter of a priest mar- 
ries an Israelite, or where the daughter of a Torah scholar mar- 
ries an ignoramus. Although a wedding feast is generally a 
mitzva, it is not in this case, as Rabbi Yohanan said: When the 
daughter ofa priest marries an Israelite their union will not be 
auspicious, as it is disgraceful for the priesthood when the 
daughter of a priest marries an Israelite. 
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The Gemara asks: What is meant by this statement that their union 
will be inauspicious? Rav Hisda said: The inauspicious nature of 
such a marriage can be identified based on the verse describing the 
return ofa daughter ofa priest to her father’s house after marrying 
a non-priest. The verse is understood as mentioning that the mar- 
riage will result in one of three possibilities: she will either be a 
widow, a divorcee, or without children (see Leviticus 22:13). It 
was taught in a baraita: Either her husband will bury her or she 
will bury him, because one of them will die young, or she will 
cause him to become poor. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? Didn’t Rabbi Yohanan himself 
say: One who wishes to become wealthy should cling to the 
descendants of Aaron, and all the more so should the merit of 
the Torah and the priesthood cause them to become wealthy. 
The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as this case, where he 
becomes wealthy, refers to a Torah scholar who marries a woman 
of priestly lineage. In that case their union will be a successful one. 
That case, where their union will not be auspicious, refers to an 
ignoramus who marries a woman of priestly lineage." 


The Gemara relates that Rabbi Yehoshua married a daughter of 
a priest and became ill. He said: Apparently, it is not satisfac- 
tory to Aaron the priest that I cling to his descendants, so that 
he has a son-in-law like me. 


The Gemara also relates that Rav Idi bar Avin married a daughter 
of a priest. Two sons who were ordained" to decide halakhic 
matters came from him, namely Rav Sheshet, son of Rav Idi, and 
Rabbi Yehoshua, son of Rav Idi. Similarly, Rav Pappa said: Had 
I not married a daughter of a priest, I would not have become 
wealthy. 


On the other hand, Rav Kahana,’ who was not a priest, said: Had 
I not married a daughter of a priest, I would not have been ex- 
iled, as Rav Kahana was forced to flee from Babylonia to Eretz 
Yisrael. They said to him: But you were exiled to a place of Torah, 
which is not a punishment at all. He answered: I was not exiled 
as people are generally exiled, i.e., I did not emigrate of my own 
free will; rather, I was forced to flee from the authorities. 


Rabbi Yitzhak said: Anyone who benefits from partaking in an 
optional feast, which is not a mitzva, will ultimately be exiled, as 
it is stated: “And eat the lambs of the flock and the calves out of 
the midst of the stall” (Amos 6:4), and it is written: “Therefore 
now they shall go into exile at the head of the exiles; and the 


revelry of those who stretched themselves out shall pass away” 


(Amos 6:7). 


The Gemara continues discussing a Torah scholar who benefits 

from optional feasts. The Sages taught: Any Torah scholar who 

feasts excessively everywhere degrades himself and brings suffer- 
ing upon himself. He will ultimately destroy his house,’ widow 
his wife, orphan his chicks, i.e., his children, and his studies will 

be forgotten. Much dispute will come upon him, his words will 

not be heeded, and he will desecrate God’s name and the name 

of his master and the name of his father. And he will cause a bad 

name for himself, his children, and his descendants throughout 

future generations. 


The Gemara asks: What is this bad reputation that he causes to 
himself and his descendants? Abaye said: His son is called the 
son [bar] of the one who heats ovens," since this person con- 
tinually heated ovens in order to prepare food for feasts. Rava said: 
His son will be called the son of the one who dances in inns [bei 
kuvei],' as he seems to be invited to every feast to entertain the 
guests. Rav Pappa said: His son will be called the son of the one 
who licks bowls [pinkhei].t Rav Shemaya said: His son will be 
called the son of the one who folds his garment and crouches, i.e., 
falls asleep drunk. 


HALAKHA 
Marriage to the daughter of a priest - 715 nab pow: 
The daughter of a priest should marry a Torah scholar in 
order for their marriage to be successful, as if she mar- 
ries aman who is not a Torah scholar, the troubles the 
Sages warned about may come to pass (Shulhan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 2:8). 


NOTES 
Two sons who were ordained — »372 24 "YM: The verse 
states with regard to the descendants of Aaron: “They will 
teach your laws to Jacob” (Deuteronomy 33:10). Through 
the merit of this marriage, Rav Idi bar Avin was granted 
sons who became Torah scholars (Maharsha). 


Destroy his house, etc. — ^3) ima Nx D#3: Some ex- 
plain that this expression means that such a person will 
spend all his money on these feasts. He will widow his 
wife by becoming deserving of divine punishment for 
his actions (Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh). Dis- 
pute will come upon him as is common with drunkards, 
whose intoxication leads them to quarrel (Maharsha). 


The son [bar] of the one who heats ovens - wma 73 
yan: Some say that the gluttonous person himself will 
be referred to by this title, and that the word bar does not 
mean son but rather is used in a general way to express a 
sense of belonging, as in the expression bar mitzva, one 
whois subject to mitzvot. The expression would indicate 
that the person is constantly engaged in this degrading 
activity (Maharal, Maharsha). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Kahana — 3713 27: Many different Sages are referred 
to as Rav Kahana, The Rav Kahana mentioned here ap- 
parently refers to the one who was a disciple-colleague 
of Rav. 

Rav Kahana came to study with Rav while still in his 
youth. Although he was a student of Rav with regard 
to traditions and sources, he was able to grasp halakhic 
reasoning independently. Nonetheless, he was a devoted 
student, zealously guarding Rav’s honor. When someone 
once threatened to bring fabricated charges against Rav 
o the authorities, Rav Kahana thwarted this plan by caus- 
ing the man's death. As a result of this incident, he was 
orced to flee to Eretz Yisrael. Once in Eretz Yisrael, he 
studied with scholars such as Rabbi Yohanan and Reish 
Lakish, who described him as the lion who ascended 
rom Babylonia. However, it seems that the other scholars 
of Eretz Yisrael did not treat him with due respect, and he 
ater returned to Babylonia. His statement here alludes to 
his move to Eretz Yisrael. 


LANGUAGE 


Inns [bei kuvei] — 103 *2: From the Arabic U.S, kūb, 
which literally means a jug without a handle, and can 
be used to refer to the place where the jugs are stored. 


Bowls [pinkhei] - ’333: From the Greek ziva, pinax, 
meaning a trencher or a platter. 
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NOTES 
Acceptable and unacceptable — Sapna xX) Sapna: Some ex- 
plain that the metaphor indicates that the union will take hold 
and be fruitful (Maharsha). 


BACKGROUND 

Bramble - 730: This plant, which is also referred to as vardina in 
the Talmud, is apparently Rubus sanctus, a species of the rose fam- 
ily. Also called the holy bramble, it is a small flowering evergreen 
that either grows along the ground or climbs upward. It grows 
primarily near riverbeds or in other wet regions throughout Eretz 
Yisrael. Its leaves are made up of three or four small parts and 
many strong thorns, some of which are bent. Its flowers, which 
are approximately 2 cm in diameter, are pinkish-purple or white, 
and it produces black and red fruits, which are the berries of the 
bramble referred to in the Gemara. Although these fruits are edible, 
they are often small, hard, and dry, and they are vastly different 
from cultivated grapes. 


Holy bramble 


Perek III 
Daf49 Amud b 


BACKGROUND 
Heads of congregations — nipa wx7; This title referred to those 
who managed the affairs of the congregation. Those who filled this 
position were always well respected and continually engaged in 
mitzvot. Indeed, the priest who occupied this position in the Tem- 
ple had a status just below that of the deputy High Priest. This title 
may be found on various tombstones from the talmudic period. 


HALAKHA =——— 
Whom is it fitting to marry - mv AKTA NY: It is proper for a 
man to marry the daughter of a Torah scholar, or of a respectable 
family, or of people of action, or of those who are well known for 
their scrupulous performance of mitzvot (Shulhan Arukh, Even 
HaEzer 2:6). 
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On the topic of proper marriage partners, the Gemara cites the 
following discussion. The Sages taught: One should always be 
willing to sell all he has in order to marry the daughter of a 
Torah scholar, as if he dies or if he is exiled and he cannot raise 
his children, he can be assured that his sons will be Torah 
scholars, since their mother will ensure that they are well edu- 
cated. And one should not marry the daughter of an ignoramus, 
as if he dies or is exiled, his sons will be ignoramuses. 


Furthermore, the Sages taught: One should always be willing 
to sell all he has in order to marry the daughter of a Torah 
scholar and in order to marry off his daughter to a Torah 
scholar. This type of marriage can be compared to grapes of a 
vine that become intertwined with grapes ofa vine, something 
which is beautiful and acceptable" to God and man. And one 
should not marry the daughter of an ignoramus. This type of 
marriage can be compared to grapes of a vine that have become 
intertwined with berries of a bramble,” which is something 
unseemly 


and unacceptable. 


The Sages taught: A person should always be willing to sell all 
he has in order to marry the daughter of a Torah scholar. If he 
cannot find the daughter of a Torah scholar, he should marry 
the daughter of one of the great people of the generation, who 
are pious although they are not Torah scholars. Ifhe cannot find 
the daughter of one of the great people of the generation, he 
should marry the daughter of one of the heads of the 
congregations.’ If he cannot find the daughter of one of the 
heads of the congregations, he should marry the daughter of 
one of the charity collectors. If he cannot find the daughter of 
one of the charity collectors, he should marry the daughter of 
one of the schoolteachers. However, he should not marry the 
daughter of an ignoramus [am ha‘aretz]" because they are 
vermin and their wives are similar to a creeping animal, as their 
lifestyle involves the violation of numerous prohibitions. And 
with regard to their daughters the verse states: “Cursed is he 
who lies with an animal” (Deuteronomy 27:21), as they are 
similar to animals in that they lack any knowledge or moral 
sense." 


Ignoramus [am ha‘aretz] - 


Y87 oY: Many explanations 


NOTES 


is referring to one who has not studied Bible or Mishna or 


are suggested for the various statements in the Gemara 
here with regard to ignoramuses; however, certain points 
are generally agreed upon. The term ignoramus is used to 
refer to several different types of people at different levels 
of knowledge and observance. It may refer to people at 
the lowest levels, and even to those who have studied the 
Bible and Mishna but have not been adequately trained in 
advanced talmudic logic. It appears that the statements 
made here apply to the most boorish type of ignoramus. 
In accordance with the Gemara’s definition elsewhere, this 


engaged in any type of productive activity. Such a person 
is not only ignorant of the Torah, but also degrades mitzva 
observance and does not contribute to society. One who 
falls into this category should be entirely avoided, as he 
is likely to intentionally or unintentionally violate halakha. 
The term am ha'aretz used in reference to an ignoramus 
originates from the fact that gentiles were originally called 
nations of the earth [amei haaretz]. Others say that the title 
is related to the word amum, meaning dim or weak, and that 
an ignoramus has a weak spirit (Arukh). 
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The Gemara continues its discussion with regard to an igno- 
ramus. It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 

says: It is prohibited for an ignoramus to eat meat, as it is 

stated: “This is the law [torah] of the beast and of the fowl” 
Peo 11:46). He expounds: Anyone who engages in 

Torah study is permitted to eat the meat of animals and 

fowl, and anyone who does not engage in Torah study is 

prohibited to eat the meat of animals or fowl." 


The Gemara proceeds to mention some sharply negative 
statements of the Sages in which they overstated their nega- 
tive sentiments with regard to ignoramuses, although these 
ignoramuses were wicked in addition to being boors (ge onim). 
Rabbi Elazar said: It is permitted to stab an ignoramus to 
death on Yom Kippur’ that occurs on Shabbat. His stu- 
dents said to him: Master, at least say that it is permitted to 
slaughter him. He said to them: I intentionally used the 
word stab, as this term, slaughtering, requires a blessing 
when one slaughters an animal, and that term, stabbing, does 
not require a blessing in any context. 


Rabbi Elazar said: It is prohibited to accompany an igno- 
ramus while traveling on the road due to concern that the 
ignoramus might try to harm his traveling partner, as it is 
stated with regard to Torah: “For it is your life and the 
length of your days” (Deuteronomy 30:20). An ignoramus 
has not studied any Torah, indicating that he is not con- 
cerned about his own life; with regard to another’s life, all 
the more so. 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said that Rabbi Yohanan said: 
It is permitted to tear open an ignoramus like a fish. Rabbi 
Shmuel bar Yitzhak said: And one may cut him open from 
his back and thereby cause his immediate death by piercing 
his spinal cord rather than his stomach. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Akiva said: When I was 
an ignoramus I said: Who will give me a Torah scholar so 
that I will bite him like a donkey? His students said to him: 
Master, say that you would bite him like a dog! He said to 
them: I specifically used that wording, as this one, a donkey, 
bites and breaks bones, and that one, a dog, bites but does 
not break bones. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Meir would say: Any- 
one who marries off his daughter to an ignoramus is con- 
sidered as though he binds her and places her before a lion. 
Why is this so? Just as a lion mauls its prey and eats and has 

no shame, so too, an ignoramus strikes his wife and then 

engages in sexual relations with her without appeasing her 
first, and has no shame. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: If we 
did not need" the ignoramuses for business, they would 
kill us. 


The Gemara shifts to a discussion of an ignoramus who has 
some degree of sensitivity (Me’iri). Rabbi Hiyya taught: 
Anyone who engages in Torah study in the presence of 
an ignoramus, causing the ignoramus embarrassment and 
anguish over his inability to study Torah, is considered 
as though he had sexual relations with the ignoramus’s 
betrothed bride" in his presence, as it is stated: “Moses 
commanded us the Torah, an inheritance [morasha] for 
the congregation of Jacob” (Deuteronomy 33:4). Do not read 
it as inheritance [morasha]; rather, read it as betrothed 
[me’orasa]. The Torah is compared to the betrothed bride 
of the Jewish people until one studies it and thereby con- 
summates his marriage with it. 


NOTES 


Is prohibited to eat the meat of animals or fowl — wo% 
‘iyi mana wa dion): Some explain this statement in the 
following manner: Since an ignoramus is unable to dis- 
tinguish between an animal or fowl that was slaughtered 
properly and one that was not, he may not eat them. Others 
say that in his boorishness he will cause his animals to de- 
velop conditions that will cause them to die within twelve 
months and thereby attain the status of tereifa, which would 
mean that they may not be consumed. For this reason, the 
Gemara mentioned the meat of animals and fowl, with 
regard to which these concerns exist, but did not mention 
fish, which do not need to be slaughtered and cannot attain 
the status of tereifa (geonim). 


It is permitted to stab an ignoramus on Yom Kippur — 
Dy» oa imid ‘sma: Some explain that this refers to 

an ignoramus who was attempting to murder someone or 
who was chasing a young betrothed woman in order to 

rape her. In such a case it is permitted to save the potential 

victim by killing the pursuer by any means necessary (Rif). 
Indeed, this is the case with regard to any type of pursuer 
who is on his way to commit these sins (see Ran). An igno- 
ramus is specified only because he is more likely to commit 
such a crime (Ritva), as it is difficult to attribute this behavior 
toa Torah scholar (Meiri). Most commentaries hold that this 

is an exaggeration and is stated only in order to encourage 

the study of Torah and to encourage people to keep their 
distance from ignoramuses (Rav Sherira Gaon; Ran; Ritva; 
and others). 


If we did not need - pay 13% sonb: Some understand 
this statement in the following manner: If Torah scholars did 
not need the ignoramuses, they would create more bound- 
aries between the two groups, engendering even greater 
animosity between them (Hokhmat Mano'ah). 


As though he had sexual relations with the ignoramus’s 
betrothed bride - inonx byia toga: Some explain this 
expression in the following way: This is similar to a case 
where a man does not recognize the good qualities of his 
betrothed bride and divorces her, and she subsequently 
marries a superior man. When her first husband sees her 
new husband, he will certainly be anguished. Similarly, the 
ignoramus, who despised the study of Torah, will surely be 
anguished when he sees the Torah scholar engaged in Torah 
study (Petah Einayim). 
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NOTES 


The wives hate Torah scholars more than the 
ignoramuses themselves- pma NP ppmv: The 
reason for this is because the women are not in- 
volved in business and thus have less interaction 
with Torah scholars. The only knowledge these 
women have of Torah scholars is with regard to 
the distance the Torah scholars created between 
the groups. Therefore, the wives hate them to a 
greater degree. 


Statements were made with regard to igno- 
ramuses — YTS "ava 13K) O97: They should 
not be selected to witness an action, since they 
lack the knowledge to know what to scrutinize 
in witnessing; their testimony is not accepted 
out of concern that they report imprecisely, em- 
bellish upon what they saw or heard, or testify 
based on that which seems to be correct without 
verifying that it is true; they should not be ap- 
pointed as guardians over charity funds due to 
a concern that they will divide the money ineq- 
uitably (Rabbeinu Yehonatan); and one should 
not accompany them when traveling, as they 
are unfamiliar with or unconcerned about the 
concept: “You shall not stand over your fellow’s 
blood” (Leviticus 19:16), and consequently in a 
dangerous situation they will flee rather than 
save their traveling companions (Meiri). 


HALAKHA 

The testimony of an ignoramus — oy misty 
Ys: One who has not studied Torah and 
Mishna and has no profession may serve as a 
witness only if he is known to be upright and to 
act properly. Some say, based on Rabbi Yosei’s 
statement, that we are not particular about this 
today (Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 34:17). 


An ignoramus as a steward — DY Dist Dis 
YIN: When a court appoints a guardian over 
an estate of orphans, an ignoramus should not 
be appointed to this position because he is 
suspected of improper conduct (Shulhan Arukh, 
Hoshen Mishpat 290:2). 


Zimmun for an olive-bulk of food — m3 pwa» : 
One who eats an olive-bulk of bread is required 
to join a zimmun and recite Grace after Meals, as 
stated in tractate Berakhot (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 184:6, 196:4). 


LANGUAGE 
Steward [apotropos] — Disiwiay: From the 
Greek éxitpomosg, epitropos, meaning appointee 
or guardian of an estate. 
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Similarly, he said: The hatred which ignoramuses have for a Torah 
scholar is greater than the hatred that the nations of the world have 
for the Jewish people. And the wives of the ignoramuses hate Torah 
scholars more than the ignoramuses themselves." It was taught in the 
Tosefta that one who studied Torah and left his studies hates Torah 
scholars more than all of them. 


The Sages taught: Six statements were made with regard to 
ignoramuses: One may not entrust them with testimony," i.e., one 
may not appoint them as witnesses to a particular event or transaction. 
Additionally, one may not accept testimony from them, as they are not 
considered trustworthy, and one should not reveal a secret to them, as 
they will reveal it. One may not appoint them as steward [apotropos]' 
over an estate belonging to orphans," due to concern that they might 
make improper use of the orphans’ property. Likewise, one may not 
appoint them as guardian over a charity fund. Finally, one should not 
accompany them while traveling on the road, due to concern for one’s 
safety. And there are those who say: One does not even announce their 
lost items, meaning that if one finds a lost article from such a person, he 
is allowed to keep it without making an effort to locate the owner (Me’iri). 


The Gemara asks: What is the reasoning of the first tanna, who holds 
that one must announce having found the lost article of an ignoramus? 
The Gemara explains: Sometimes upstanding offspring will come from 
him and will consume the property, as it is stated: “He may prepare it 
but the just shall put it on” (Job 27:17). It is possible for a wicked person 
to prepare something for himself that will later be used by a righteous 
person. 


The Gemara returns to explaining the mishna. It was taught: And so too, 
one who left Jerusalem with sacrificial meat in his possession must return 
to Jerusalem to burn it, just as one is required to return in order to remove 
leaven from his possession. According to Rabbi Meir, this halakha applies 
with regard to an egg-bulk of sacrificial meat or leaven, whereas Rabbi 
Yehuda disagrees and says the minimum amount for both is an olive-bulk. 


The Gemara asks: Is that to say that Rabbi Meir holds that an egg-bulk 
is the minimal amount that is considered significant, and Rabbi Yehuda 
holds that an olive-bulk is also considered significant? The Gemara 
raises a contradiction from a mishna in Berakhot: How much food must 
one eat in order to obligate those with whom he ate in a zimmun? An 
olive-bulk of food" is sufficient according to the unattributed opinion in 
the mishna, which is generally that of Rabbi Meir. And Rabbi Yehuda 
says: An egg-bulk is the minimum measure to obligate those with whom 
one ate in a zimmun. This seems to contradict the opinions of Rabbi Meir 
and Rabbi Yehuda stated in the mishna here. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: The opinions are reversed in one of these sources, 
and must be emended. 


Abaye said: Actually, do not reverse the opinions. There, they disagree 
with regard to the interpretation of verses, while here, they disagree 
with regard to logical reasoning. How so? There, with regard to zimmun, 
they disagree with regard to the interpretation of verses. Rabbi Meir 
holds that the verse: “And you shall eat and be satisfied and bless the 
Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 8:10) should be understood as follows: 
“And you shall eat,’ that is eating; “and be satisfied,” that is drinking. 
The standard halakhic principle is that eating is defined as the consump- 
tion of an olive-bulk. And Rabbi Yehuda holds: “And you shall eat 
and you shall be satisfied” refers to eating that includes satisfaction. 
And what is considered eating with satisfaction? It is consumption of an 
egg-bulk. 


However, here, in the cases of leaven and consecrated food, they dis- 
agree not with regard to the interpretation of verses but with regard to 
logical reasoning, as Rabbi Meir holds: The requirement to return 
consecrated food is analogous to its ritual impurity. Just as its suscep- 
tibility to ritual impurity is only when it is the size of an egg-bulk, so 
too, the requirement to return it is only when it is the size of an egg-bulk. 
And Rabbi Yehuda holds: The requirement to return consecrated food 
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is analogous to its prohibition. Just as its prohibition is only when it 
is the size of an olive-bulk, so too, the requirement to return it is only 
when it is the size of an olive-bulk. 


Another opinion on this issue was taught in a baraita. Rabbi Natan 
says: The minimum measure for both this and that, leaven and sacrifi- 
cial meat, is two egg-bulks of prohibited material, but the Rabbis did 
not agree with him. 


Incidental to the discussion of leaving Jerusalem and its surrounding 
area, the Gemara cites expositions of a prophetic passage, including a 
statement that God will eventually expand the boundaries of Jerusalem. 
The verse states: “And it shall come to pass on that day that there shall 
not be light, but heavy clouds [yekarot] and thickness [vekippaon]” 
(Zechariah 14:6). The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the expres- 
sion “yekarot vekippaon”?" 


Rabbi Elazar said: This is the light currently provided by the sun, 
which is significant [yakar] in this world and insignificant [kafuy] in 
the World-to-Come," when the moon will shine as brightly as the sun 
does now and the sun will be seven times brighter than it is currently. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: This expression refers to the tractates of Nega’im 
and Oholot, which are weighty [yekarim] owing to their difficulty in 
this world, as they are among the most complex subjects, but will be 
easy [kefuyin] in the World-to-Come, when people will be much 
wiser. 


And Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: These are people who are con- 
sidered important [yekarim] in this world and unimportant [kefuyim] 

in the World-to-Come. This is like the incident involving Rav Yosef, 
son of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, who became ill and was about to 

expire. When he returned to good health, his father said to him: 
What did you see when you were about to die? He said to him: I saw 
an inverted world.’ Those above, i.e., those who are considered im- 
portant in this world, were below, insignificant, while those below, i.e., 
those who are insignificant in this world, were above. He said to him: 
My son, you have seen a clear world. The world you have seen is the 

true world, as in that world people's standings befit them. Rabbi Ye- 
hoshua ben Levi asked: And where are we, the Torah scholars, there? 
Rav Yosef responded: Just as we are regarded here, so are we regarded 

there. 


Rav Yosef added: And I heard that they were saying in that world: 
Praiseworthy is the one who arrives here with his studies in hand. 
And [also heard that they were saying: Those executed by the govern- 
ment enjoy such an exalted status that no one can stand in their 
enclosure. 


The Gemara asks: And who are these martyrs that Rav Yosef was refer- 
ring to? If you say that he was referring to Rabbi Akiva and his col- 
leagues, who were martyred, this cannot be: Is their elevated status due 
only to the fact that they were martyred by the Roman government 
and nothing more? These men were exceptional in their piety and 
sanctity during their lives as well. Rather, it is referring to the martyrs 
of Lod,’ Pappos and Luliyanos, who gave themselves up to be martyred 
for the sake of the Jewish people. They falsely admitted to killing the 
king’s daughter in order to prevent a harsh decree from being issued 
against the entire community. Although they were not known for ex- 
ceptional piety before that event, they are considered to be extremely 
holy due to their martyrdom. 


The Gemara continues to expound the section of the book of Zechariah 
cited above. The verse states: “On that day there shall be upon the 
bells of the horses [ metzillot hasus ]: Holy unto the Lord” (Zechariah 
14:20). The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the expression 
metzillot hasus? 


NOTES 

Yekarot vekippaon — jia) nip: Some explain 
hat these expositions are based on the discrepancy 
between the pronunciation and the written form 
of the latter word, which is written with a yod and 
pronounced as though it was written with a vav. 
With a yod, the word would be yikpe’un, meaning 
will be frozen. This would indicate that the expo- 
sitions here describe events that will occur in the 
uture. The geonim explain that the verse asserts that 
here are certain phenomena that are not constant 
nowadays but will be constant in the World-to-Come. 
For example, nowadays there is light during the day 
but not at night; however, in the future there will 
always be light. 


This is light which is significant [yakar] in this world, 
and insignificant [kafuy] in the World-to-Come - m 
xan obiyd nap min obiya pw rit: Aside from the 

simple meaning of this phrase, light is a metaphorical 

reference to Torah, as in the verse: "For the mitzva is a 

lamp, and the Torah is light” (Proverbs 6:23). Accord- 
ing to this interpretation, the words of Torah are rare 

and precious in this world, similar to the verse: “And 

the word of the Lord was precious [yakar] in those 

days” (I Samuel 3:1). By contrast, it is stated in another 
verse: And it shall come to pass afterward, that | will 

pour out My spirit upon all flesh” (Joel 3:1), meaning 

that in the World-to-Come, the word of God will be 
readily available to all (Ftz Yosef). 


| saw an inverted world — W% 7197 biy: 
According to a geonic tradition, he meant that in the 
World-to-Come many students sit in a more elevated 
position than their teachers. 


BACKGROUND 


The martyrs of Lod - a5 9977: There are various 
traditions with regard to the meritorious act of those 
who were martyred in Lod and the circumstances 
surrounding their deaths. 

According to one tradition, these martyrs were 
Shemaya and his brothers, who were killed on the 
welfth of Adar. According to another tradition, this 
refers to Pappos and Luliyanos, who were killed in 
Lodkiya, sometimes known as Lod. They were lead- 
ers of the Jewish community and were extremely 
wealthy. After the daughter of the king was killed, 
he king blamed the Jews for her death. In order 
o save the community from revenge, Pappos and 
Luliyanos claimed responsibility for her death and 
were executed. Due to their willingness to sacrifice 
heir lives for the sake of the community they were 
said to receive a special status in the World-to-Come, 
as is mentioned here and in other sources. 
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NOTES 

In the future the Holy One, Blessed be He, will extend - 
spoind KITA WitPT TY: Some explain this exposition 
in the following manner: The subsequent verse states that 
even the pots of Judea will be consecrated for God, which 
raises the question of how that is possible, as it is pro- 
hibited to take sacrificial meat outside of Jerusalem. The 
answer is that in the future, Jerusalem will be expanded to 
include the entire region of Judea (Maharsha). 


Is that to say that now He is not one - wh NIPNT WK 
NITTI: Only good emanates from God Himself However, 
as misfortune may befall people due to their sins, God's 
unity is not always manifest. In the end of days, when the 
world will be perfected, there will no longer be evil and 
God's unity and inherent good will be apparent (Maharsha). 


BACKGROUND 


Decorative bells that one hangs between the eyes of a 
horse — yyy pa pie) phinw niyn: 


Decorative bell between the eyes of a horse 
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Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: In the future the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, will extend" Jerusalem by as much as the dis- 
tance that a horse can run the entire time it casts a shadow 
[metzeil]. Jerusalem will be so large that a horse running from 
one side ofthe city in the morning will not arrive at the other end 
of the city until midday, when its shadow will have disappeared. 


Rabbi Elazar said: All decorative bells [metzillot] that one 
hangs between the eyes of a horse’ will be sanctified to God, 
i.e., they will be consecrated for the Temple treasury. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said: All spoils that the Jewish people will 
take from gentiles who wage war against them, up to the time a 
horse runs and casts a shadow [metzeil], i.e., half a day, will be 
sanctified for God. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the one who said that 
this expression refers to all spoils that the Jewish people will 
take, this is as it is written in the continuation of the verse, which 
mentions additional treasure donated to the Temple: “And the 
pots in the Lord’s house shall be like the basins before the al- 
tar.” However, according to the ones who said these other two 
explanations, what is the meaning of: “And the pots in the 
Lord’s house”? The Gemara explains that according to these 
opinions the verse is saying something else: It is prophesying 
that in the future the Jewish people will become wealthy and 
bring donations to the Temple. 


The Gemara goes on to ask: Granted, according to the one who 

said that this expression refers to spoils, this is as it is written in 

the next verse: “And on that day there shall no longer be a mer- 
chant [kena‘ani] in the house of the Lord of hosts” (Zechariah 

14:21), as he will no longer be needed. However, according to 

the ones who said these other two explanations, what is the 

meaning of the expression: “There shall no longer be a mer- 
chant”? Rabbi Yirmeya said: The word kena ‘ani is in fact a con- 
traction of the phrase: There is no poor person here [ein kan 

ani]. In other words, there will no longer be poor people, and 

therefore the Jews themselves will be able to donate whatever is 

needed in the Temple (Maharsha). 


And where do we derive that a merchant is called kena‘ani? As 

it is written: “And Judah saw there the daughter of a certain 

kena ‘ani... and he took her, and went in unto her” (Genesis 38:2). 
What is the meaning of the word kena ‘ani in this context? Ifyou 

say it refers to an actual Canaanite, is it possible that Abraham 

warned Isaac not to marry a Canaanite woman, and Isaac 

warned Jacob to the same effect, and nonetheless Judah went 

and married a Canaanite woman? Rather, Rabbi Shimon ben 

Lakish said: She was the daughter of a merchant, as it is writ- 
ten: “As for the merchant [kena’an |, the balances of deceit are 

in his hand. He loves to oppress” (Hosea 12:8). And if you wish, 
say instead that this meaning of the word can be understood from 

the following verse, which describes Tyre: “Whose traders are 

princes, whose merchants [kinaneha] are the honorable of the 

earth” (Isaiah 23:8). 


The Gemara cites another verse from the prophecy at the end of 
the book of Zechariah: “And the Lord shall be King over all the 

earth, on that day shall the Lord be one and His name one” 
(Zechariah 14:9). The Gemara asks: Is that to say that now He 

is not one?" 


Rabbi Aha bar Hanina said: The World-to-Come is not like 
this world. In this world, upon good tidings one recites: 
Blessed...Who is good and does good, and over bad tidings 
one recites: Blessed...the true Judge. In the World-to-Come 
one will always recite: Blessed...Who is good and does good. 
There will be only one mode of blessing God for tidings. 
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The verse states: “On that day shall the Lord be one and His name 
one.” The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the word one in 
this context? Is that to say that now His name is not one? 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: The World-to-Come is not like 
this world. In this world, God’s name that is written with the 
letters yod and heh is read as Adonai, which begins with the letters 
alef and dalet. God’s name is not pronounced in the same way as 
it is written. However, in the World-to-Come it will all be one, 
as God's name will be both read" with the letters yod and heh and 
written with the letters yod and heh. 


Rava thought to expound upon the correct punctuation and 
enunciation of the name of God during his public lecture before 
one of the Festivals. A certain old man said to him: The word 


forever is written in the verse: “This is My name forever [le’olam]” 


(Exodus 3:15) without the letter vav, such that it can be read le‘alem, 
to conceal, meaning that the name should be concealed. 


Rabbi Avina raised a contradiction: It is written in the verse: 
“This is My name forever,” implying a requirement to conceal the 
name of God, and in the very next phrase it states: “And this is 
My memorial" unto all generations” (Exodus 3:15), which indi- 
cates that the name of God is to be publicized and remembered 
by all. Rather, the Holy One, Blessed be He, said: I, i.e., My name, 
is not read as I am written. I am written with the letters yod and 
heh, and I am read with the letters alef and dalet. 


Written. 
the following 
that begins wi 
existence, and 
the individual 


My name...M 


NOTES 


„read — S21 273): Some explain these names in 


way. The Tetragrammaton, the name of God 
h yod-heh, refers to God's dominion over all of 
he name Adonai connotes God's dominion over 
Rabbi Shmuel ben Hofni Gaon). 


y memorial — »75t...%aw: Rashi explains that by 


mentioning these terms separately, the verse appears to imply 


that there are 


wo separate names. “My name" refers to God's 


name for Himself, and “My memorial” refers to the name that 


is utilized by o 


hers. 
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Although only leaven and leavened bread are explicitly prohibited in the Torah, 
the Gemara derived that the prohibition includes other forms of leaven as well: A 
mixture of leaven, even ifit contains only a minute amount of actual leaven, is entirely 
prohibited. So too, foods that were soaked or cooked together with leaven and have 
absorbed its taste are prohibited even if no actual leaven is present. Furthermore, 
even produce that was never fully leavened is prohibited. In all these cases it is 
prohibited both to eat and to be in possession of them over Passover. Nevertheless, 
one distinction does exist; the punishment of karet for eating leaven applies only to 
eating outright leaven or leavened bread. 


The Gemara further concluded that any items containing leaven that are suitable for 
human consumption are prohibited. Only once an item is not suitable to be eaten at 
all does it become permitted. 


Since the prohibition of leaven applies also to partially leavened foods, the Sages 
were particularly stringent when it came to cases of doubt. They therefore created 
various safeguards to prevent any possibility that one will come to be in possession 
of leaven on Passover. For example, various stringent rules were put in place for one 
who wishes to knead dough for matzot on Passover, to preclude any possibility that 
the dough will rise. 


Summary of 
Perek III 
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The beginning of tractate Pesahim focused on the preparations for the Festival. The 
first three chapters discussed the various issues regarding the removal of leaven 
from one’s home and by extension clarified the nature and definition of leaven. This 
chapter deals with an entirely different element. Many diverse things need to be 
organized before the Festival begins: All leaven needs to disposed of, the matzot must 
be baked, the Paschal lamb needs to be brought and prepared correctly, in addition 
to all the regular preparations for any festive meal. 


In order to ensure that a person will have time to prepare appropriately, the Sages 
prohibited a person to be involved in labor on the eve of the Festival. The precise 
parameters of this prohibition are not clearly defined. Furthermore, its fulfillment 
differed from place to place; some locales ceased from engaging in labor throughout 
the entire day, others only from midday. 


Although this chapter begins by addressing this prohibition specifically, it quickly 
expands the discussion to a broader question of the nature and force of customs. 
What is the basis of the obligation to observe customs? What is their force, and which 
customs are considered halakhically binding? Is a person bound by the customs of 
his or her hometown or family forever, or are there ways to adopt new customs or 
exempt oneself from them entirely? 


The specific question that is the focus of this chapter is the case of a person who goes 
from a place where one custom is observed to another place with a different custom. 
Should a person continue to act in the manner of the place he came from, or may he, 
or perhaps should he, adopt the practices of the new place? The following chapter 
provides many examples of different cases and discusses them at length. 


Introduction to 
Perek IV 
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MI S HNA In a place where the people were ac- 


customed to perform labor" on Pass- 
over eve until midday, one may do so on that day. Ina place 
where the people were accustomed not to perform labor, 
one may not do so." The performance of labor on the eve of 
Passover is not prohibited by Torah law, but is dependent on 
local custom. If one travels from a place where people per- 
form labor on Passover eve to a place where people do not 
perform labor, or from a place where people do not per- 
form labor on Passover eve to a place where people perform 
labor, the Sages impose upon him the stringencies of both 
the place from which he left and the stringencies of the 
place to which he went." In both cases, he may not perform 
labor. 


HALAKHA 


A place where the people were accustomed to perform 
labor - maxa niwy? amaw oip: In a place where the 
custom is to work on Passover eve, one may perform labor 
until midday. However, one may not perform labor in a 
place where the custom is not to work. Nevertheless, it is 
permitted to work through the night until dawn (Magen 
Avraham 468:5). The prohibition to work on Passover eve 
applies only to types of labor that involve exertion; non- 
strenuous labor is not prohibited. While the Rema ruled 
that the Ashkenazic custom is not to perform labor at 
all on Passover eve, later authorities concede that this 
custom is not universal, and in some places even labor 
that involves exertion may be performed (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 468:3). 


The prohibition of labor on Passover eve — max IDN 
MDS Awa: Some commentaries explain that it is prohib- 
ited to perform labor after midday (see Rashi and Ritva), 
in order to facilitate Passover preparations, e.g., prepar- 
ing matza and the bitter herbs. It is stated in the Jeru- 
salem Talmud that it is inappropriate for one to perform 
labor while his Paschal lamb is being offered. As is the 
case with all rabbinic decrees, this prohibition remains 
in effect even though sacrifices are no longer offered 
(Ramban). 


The stringencies of both places — ninipa aw sain: The 
early authorities ask: Why are the stringencies of both 
places imposed? If one intends to settle in a certain place, 
he should adopt the local custom. If he intends to return 
to his point of origin, he should continue to practice the 


NOTES 


One who travels from place to place - nipan bing 
pip: One who travels from one place to another is 
bound by the stringent practices of both places with re- 
gard to the performance of labor or any other conspicu- 
ous activity. However, one may follow the customs of his 
city of origin that are performed in private, e.g., eating 
(Magen Avraham 468:12). In addition, if one’s destination 
is a place with no Jewish community, he may follow his 
own customs even in public. These principles apply only 
in a case where one plans to stay in his destination on a 
temporary basis. However, if he intends to settle there, he 
immediately assumes the status of one who lives there 
and adopts their customs (Shulhan Arukh HaRav, Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 468:4). 


customs prevalent there. Some authorities explain that 
he mishna is formulated to address both possibilities. If 
one intends to return, the stringencies of his hometown 
remain in effect. If he intends to settle in the new location, 
hen its stringencies prevail (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). Other 
commentaries assert that the mishna is referring to a case 
where one intends to return. Nevertheless, he observes 
he customs of his present location as a preventive mea- 
sure (Ramban), or because it is inappropriate to conduct 
oneself in public in a manner different from the custom of 
he local population (Aguda). Other commentaries state 
hat the mishna’s ruling is referring to one who emigrated 
rom Babylonia to Eretz Yisrael and intends to return. He is 
required to adopt the stringencies of Eretz Yisrael as well 
because the Babylonian community is subordinate to 
Eretz Yisrael in terms of halakha (Rashba). 


911): PEREKIV-soA 259 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek IV 
Daf50 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


One who transports Sabbatical Year produce — 
myay niva Pran: If one takes Sabbatical Year 
produce from a place where its species has al- 

ready ceased to be available in the field and must 
consequently be removed from the home to a 

place where it is still available or vice versa, he 

must remove the produce from his residence. The 

stringencies of both his place of origin and his cur- 
rent location are in effect (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, 
Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 7:12). 


Labor on Shabbat eve - naw 1wa monn: One 
who usually works on Friday does not see blessing 
from his work (Rema). Some authorities assert that 
one must begin observing this restriction half an 
hour after midday [minha gedola]. Others com- 
mentaries teach that one must cease from labor at 
two anda half hours before sunset [minha ketana] 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 251:1). 


From midday on Passover eve - 3wa nisma 
mba: One who performs labor on Passover eve 
after midday is excommunicated. This applies only 
to full-fledged labor and not merely repairing an 
object. In addition, one may perform any type of 
work that is permitted on the intermediate days of 
the Festival (Magen Avraham; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 468:1-2). 


Labor...upon the conclusion of Shabbat - 
Naw Kya Tx: It is preferable not to engage 
in labor after Shabbat until one has recited havdala 

in the Amida prayer or over a cup of wine. This ha- 
lakha applies even after nightfall (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 299710). 


Communal fast - Wax MayM: It is prohibited to 
perform labor on the stringent communal fasts, 
e.g, those fasts decreed after two series of fasts 
have already been observed during a drought 
and it has not yet rained. In addition, one should 
refrain from labor immediately after the fast ends 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 575:3). 
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The Sages stated a principle: And a person may not deviate from the 
local custom, due to potential dispute. Similarly, one who transports 
Sabbatical Year" produce" from a place where a crop has ceased in the 
fields to a place where it has not yet ceased or from a place where it 
has not yet ceased to a place where it has already ceased is obligated 
to remove the produce from his possession, in accordance with the 
stringencies of both locations. It is permitted for homeowners to eat 
Sabbatical Year produce in their houses only as long as that species of 
fruit remains in the field as ownerless property. However, once that 
particular fruit is no longer available for animals in the fields, one is 
required to remove what remains of that species from his home. The 
statement in the mishna is referring to one who transported fruit from 
a location where it ceased in the fields to one where it did not, and vice 
versa. Rabbi Yehuda says that he need not remove the produce, as he 
can say to a local resident: You, too, go out and bring this produce 
from a place where it remains in the field. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: Why discuss this prohibition 


particularly with regard to Passover eves?" It 
is prohibited to perform labor even on Shabbat eves" and Festival eves 
as well, as it was taught in a baraita: One who performs labor on 
Shabbat eves and Festival eves from minha time onward never sees 
a sign of blessing from this work. The Gemara answers that there is a 
difference between the two situations: There, in the case of Shabbat 
and Festivals, performing labor is prohibited from minha time onward; 
itis not prohibited adjacent to minha time, i.e., just before it. Here, in 
the case of Passover eve, it is prohibited from midday." Alternatively, 
there, on Shabbat eve and Festival eve, it is a sign of blessing that he 
does not see; however, the Sages do not excommunicate him for 
performing labor. Here, in the case of Passover eve, the Sages also 
excommunicate him for performing labor, as it is explicitly prohibited. 


The Gemara cites the source of the matter itself in its entirety: One 

who performs labor on Shabbat eves or on Festival eves from minha 

time onward, and similarly one who works immediately upon the 

conclusion of Shabbat," or the conclusion of a Festival," or the con- 
clusion of Yom Kippur, or on any occasion where there is a trace of 
sin, which comes to include a communal fast," e.g., the Ninth of Av 
or a fast for rain, when it is prohibited to perform labor, never sees a 

sign of blessing" from this work. If one performs labor just before 

Shabbat or immediately after Shabbat, the concern is that even a slight 

miscalculation could lead to performance of labor on Shabbat itself, 
when it is prohibited. 


NOTES 


The seventh year, the Sabbatical Year - myyaw mew: The Sab- 
batical Year is the last year in the seven-year Sabbatical cycle. The 
first such cycle began after the conquest of Eretz Yisrael by Joshua. 
The halakhot of the Sabbatical Year are based on Torah law (Leviticus 
25:1-7), but most authorities maintain that the conditions enabling 
performance of the mitzva by Torah law do not currently exist, and 
therefore present-day observance is based on rabbinic decree. 

The Hebrew term for the Sabbatical Year, shemitta, means aban- 
donment or release. During the Sabbatical Year, all agricultural land 
must lie fallow. It is prohibited to work the land, except for what is 
necessary to keep existing crops alive. All produce that does grow 
is ownerless and must be left unguarded in the fields so that any 
creature, including wild animals and birds, can have ready access to 
it. As long as produce can still be found in the fields, it may be eaten, 
though it may not be bought and sold in the normal manner or used 
for purposes other than food. After the last remnants of a crop have 
been removed from the field, that crop may no longer be eaten. 


Why discuss this prohibition particularly with regard to Passover 
eves — DINDD TW KIPRIK: Some commentaries explain that this is 
referring to before midday on Passover, when performance of labor 
depends on local custom (Ritva, citing Ramban). 


The conclusions of Shabbat and Festivals — sip Din Naw xxi: In 
he Jerusalem Talmud, there is an explanation that this is referring 
o a custom to not perform labor until the prayer service and sub- 
sequent customary Torah study in the synagogue are completed. In 
addition, the mention of a communal fast in this context is referring 
o the custom to wait until the prayers and accompanying study 
were completed before breaking the fast. In all of these cases, failure 
o wait until the conclusion of the service involves an element of 
sin (Ran). 


Never sees a sign of blessing — 7312 p9p ANH PX: In other words, 
he will see no blessing from the money he earns from labor per- 
ormed then (Rabbi Shlomo Luria). 
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Apropos reward or lack thereof, the Gemara cites the Tosefta in 
which the Sages taught: There is one who is diligent and reward- 
ed for his diligence; and there is one who is diligent and penalized 
due to his diligence; there is one who is lazy and rewarded; and 
there is one who is lazy and penalized. How so? Diligent and re- 
warded is referring to one who works the entire week and does 
not work on Shabbat eve. Diligent and penalized is one who 
works all week and works on Shabbat eve. Lazy and rewarded is 
one who does not work the entire week and does not work on 
Shabbat eve. Lazy and penalized is one who does not work the 
entire week and works on Shabbat eve to complete the work he 
neglected to perform during the week. Rava said: With regard to 
those women of Mehoza, even though they do not perform labor 
on Shabbat eve, it is due to excessive pampering, as neither do 
they work on any other day. Even so, we call them lazy and re- 
warded. Despite the fact that their laziness is not motivated by piety, 
their inactivity has a positive aspect to it. 


On the topic of reward for a mitzva fulfilled without intent, Rava 
raised a contradiction: It is written: “For Your mercy is great 
unto the heavens, and Your truth reaches the skies” (Psalms 57:11); 
and it is written elsewhere: “For Your mercy is great above the 
heavens," and Your truth reaches the skies” (Psalms 108:5). How 
so? How can these verses be reconciled? The Gemara explains: 
Here, where the verse says that God’s mercy is above the heavens, 
it is referring to a case where one performs a mitzva for its own 
sake; and here, where the verse says that God’s mercy reaches the 
heavens, it is referring to a case where one performs a mitzva not 
for its own sake." Even a mitzva performed with ulterior motives 
garners reward, as Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: A person should 
always engage in Torah study and performance of mitzvot, even 
if he does so not for their own sake," as through the performance 
of mitzvot not for their own sake, one gains understanding and 
comes to perform them for their own sake. 


The Sages taught: One who anticipates receiving the earnings 
of his wife or of a mill never sees a sign of blessing from them. 
The Gemara explains: Earnings of his wife is referring to a case 
where she spins thread for others and charges by weight on a scale" 
(Rabbeinu Hananel). The profit is small and it is demeaning to walk 
in public to solicit customers. Earnings of the mill is referring to 
a hand mill for which people pay rent and grind their grain. In 
that case too, the profits are meager. However, if a woman works 
and sells the product of her labor, the verse praises her, as it is 
written about a woman of valor: “She made a cloak and sold it, and 
delivered a belt to the peddler” (Proverbs 31:24). 


The Sages taught with regard to a sign of blessing: One who earns 

a living from selling rods or jugs will never see a sign of blessing 

from them. What is the reason for this? Since their volume is great, 
the evil eye dominates them. People believe that one is selling more 

than he is actually selling. Similarly, the Sages taught: Merchants 

who sell their wares in an alleyway [simta] adjacent to a thorough- 
fare, where they are seen by all; and those who raise small livestock, 
which tend to damage other people’s fields; and those who chop 

down good fruit trees, even if they were permitted to do so; and 

those who direct their eyes to the fine portion with the intention 

of taking that portion for himself when dividing an item with others, 
will never see a sign of blessing from them. What is the reason 

for this? It is that due to these actions people wonder about him 

and pay special attention to his conduct. Due to that attention, his 

actions will not be blessed. 


Similarly the Sages taught: In four perutot, payments, there is 
never a sign of blessing: Wages of scribes of sacred books; wages 
of disseminators, who repeat and explain the lectures delivered by 
the Sages on Shabbat; payment of orphans, which one receives 
when engaging in a partnership with the executor of an orphan’s 
estate; and money that comes from a country overseas. 


NOTES 


Great above the heavens - naw byn bina: In the case 
of one who performs a mitzva for its own sake, God sus- 
pends the laws of nature through which the heavenly 
systems operate. Therefore, this person is considered to 
rule over the heavens (Ran, Meiri). 


One performs a mitzva not for its own sake — nwiyn 
maw Kow: There are several types of study that are con- 
sidered study not for its own sake. If one studies Torah 
in order to be able to disparage others or to become 
haughty, it is preferable that he not study at all (Tosafot). 
One who does not intend to observe the halakha based 
on what he learns should not study at all (Tosefot of Rabbi 
Shimshon of Saens). In this context, the Gemara describes 
one who does not study for correct reasons, but who in 
time will see the truth and change his ways (Mikhtam). 


Scale - xap: The Gemara is referring to a situation 
where the loom does not belong to the woman and 
she earns a small profit only from the quantity of thread 
that she spins, while suffering great degradation (see 
Maharsha). 


HALAKHA 

Torah study not for its own sake — maw Kow min: One 
should always study Torah, even for ulterior motives, €.g., 
to be respected, as that will eventually lead him to study 
for the correct reasons. However, if one studies Torah in 
order to be a contrarian, it would have been preferable 
that he never been created (Shakh; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 246:20). 


LANGUAGE 


Alleyway [simta] - via : From the Latin semita, mean- 
ing path or small road, 
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NOTES 


It is not possible for us — P WX xd :The fathers could 
afford to buy food earlier in the week at a higher price, 
but their sons were unable to do so and were forced to 
shop on the market day, when prices were lower (Rab- 
beinu Yehonatan). 


Your fathers already accepted upon themselves - 333 
opw axax bap: This means: Your fathers knew that 
this was not prohibited, nevertheless, they accepted 
this practice upon themselves. Whenever a custom is 
accepted as a stringency or precaution, later generations 
may not abandon it (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


Separate halla from rice dough — ximya abn wr: 
Some commentaries explain that this ruling is in accor- 
dance with Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri’s opinion that rice 
is a type of grain (see daf 35a, p. 172). Therefore, Rav Yosef 
was stringent and prevented them from separating halla 
from rice dough on behalf of other dough from which 
one is actually required to separate halla (Ra'avad). 


BACKGROUND 


The residents of Hozai — »xtin 133: During the talmudic 


era, the Persian kingdom was divided by the Sassanids 
into separate states along the lines of ancient kingdoms 
or independent entities. The Bei Hozai region was ad- 
jacent to the Persian Gulf, far from Jewish population 
centers, which were located in the Bei Aramai region in 
what had once been ancient Babylonia. 


Division of the Persian Empire during the Sassanid period 
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The Gemara asks: Granted, one will be unsuccessful when receiving 
wages of disseminators, as it appears as if he is receiving wages for 
work performed on Shabbat, even though what he is doing is not 
actually prohibited. And it is also understandable that one will see no 
blessing from orphans’ money, as minors are not capable of relin- 
quishing property. Minors do not have the legal right to forgive even 
negligible losses, which partners typically overlook. Therefore, one 
who in the course of business takes even the smallest amount of 
money from them beyond the sum to which he is entitled is consid- 
ered a thief. One sees no blessing from money that comes from a 
country overseas, because a miracle does not transpire every day. 
Since the risks involved in shipping cargo on long sea voyages are great, 
one’s merit is diminished each time his merchandise miraculously 
arrives intact. 


However, what is the reason that one sees no blessing from wages of 
scribes? Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: The members of the Great 
Assembly observed twenty-four fasts, corresponding to the twenty- 
four priestly watches (Maharsha), for scribes who write Torah scrolls, 
phylacteries, and mezuzot, so that they will not become wealthy 
from their craft, as were they to become wealthy, they would no 

longer write these sacred items. Similarly, the Sages taught: Scribes 

who write scrolls, phylacteries, and mezuzot; and their merchants, 
who buy the sacred scrolls from the scribes to sell them; and their 
merchants’ merchants; and all those engaged in the work of Heav- 
en and earn their living from it, a phrase that comes to include those 

who sell the sky-blue dye for ritual fringes, never see a sign of bless- 
ing from their labor. And if they engage in these activities for their 
own sake, to ensure that there will be more sacred items available to 

the public, then they do see blessing from their labor. 


As the mishna discusses the requirement to observe local customs, 
the Gemara relates: The residents of Beit She’an were accustomed 
not to travel from Tyre to market day in Sidon" on Shabbat eve. 
In deference to Shabbat, they adopted a stringency and would not 
interrupt their Shabbat preparations even for a short sea voyage. Their 
children came before Rabbi Yohanan to request that he repeal 
this custom. They said to him: Due to their wealth, it was possible 
for our fathers to earn a living without traveling to the market on 
Friday; however, it is not possible for us" to do so. He said to 
them: Your fathers already accepted this virtuous custom upon 
themselves," and it remains in effect for you, as it is stated: “My son, 
hear your father’s rebuke and do not abandon your mother’s teach- 
ing” (Proverbs 1:8). In addition to adhering to one’s father’s rebuke, 
i.e, halakha, one is also required to preserve his mother’s teaching, i.e., 
ancestral customs. 


The Gemara relates additional customs: The residents of the city of 
Hozai® were accustomed to separate halla from rice dough." They 
came and told Rav Yosef about this custom. He said to them: Let a 
non-priest eat this dough in their presence to show them unequivo- 
cally that this custom has no legal basis. Abaye raised an objection 
to him: With regard to matters that are permitted, but others were 
accustomed to treat them as a prohibition," 


HALAKHA 


They did not travel from Tyre to Sidon — roy) viva poy nI x5: Matters that are permitted, but others were accustomed to 


One may not embark on a nonessential sea voyage within three 
days of Shabbat. However, one may embark on a short voyage, 
e.g. from Tyre to Sidon, even on Friday. If the local custom is to 
not embark on even a short voyage, one may not do so, in ac- 
cordance with the Gemara and the Jerusalem Talmud (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 248:1). 


Your fathers already accepted upon themselves — bap 323 
opw aXX: If a group of people, e.g, residents of a city, ac- 
cept prohibitions or certain customs upon themselves, they also 
establish that custom for their descendants. In addition, if one 
settles in the city, he is obligated to accept the local customs. 
This applies both to stringencies and leniencies (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 214:2). 


treat them as a prohibition - Vix [72 1372 DNN) DAVIT: 
people treat permitted items as though they are prohibited, 
the legal status of their custom is similar to that of a vow that 
may not be annulled. This applies only when these people are 
aware that the action is permitted and that they are accepting a 
stringency. However, if they are under the mistaken impression 
that the action is actually prohibited, their custom is in no way 
similar to a vow (Tosafot; Tur). Some commentaries explain that 
in a case where they were aware that the practice is permitted, 
the stringency can never be annulled. However, when it was 
accepted based on the mistaken notion that the action is actu- 
ally prohibited, it can be dissolved by a court consisting of three 
judges, like a vow (Rashba; Ran; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 2141-2). 
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you are not allowed to permit these actions in their presence, 
lest they come to treat other prohibitions lightly, saying: If this 
previously prohibited activity was permitted, other prohibitions 
are not particularly stringent either. How did Rav Yosef permit 
the residents of Hozai to eat rice dough? Rav Yosef said to 
Abaye: And wasn’t it stated about this halakha concerning 
stringencies that Rav Hisda said: This was stated specifically 
with regard to Samaritans?’ The Gemara rejects this: What is 
the reason that this applies to Samaritans? It is due to the fact 
that they will extend this matter of leniency, and add to it ad- 
ditional, unjustified leniencies. These people of Hozai will also 
extend this matter of leniency, and come to practice additional 
leniencies in other cases, as they are ignoramuses. 


Rather, Rav Ashi said: We see, ifthe majority of people in that 
place eat rice, do not let a non-priest eat halla in their presence, 
lest the halakhic category of halla be forgotten from them. 
And if most of them eat grain, let a non-priest eat halla sepa- 
rated from rice dough in their presence, lest they separate halla 
from grain, from which separating halla is a requirement, on 
behalf of rice from which separating halla is an exemption, in 
which case the priest eating the halla would be eating bread from 
which halla was not separated; or from that which is an exemp- 
tion on behalf of that which is a requirement, in which case 
the person eating the grain bread would be eating bread from 
which halla was not separated. 


After mentioning halakhot relating to customs, the Gemara re- 
turns to discuss the matter itself. If matters are permitted" but 
others were accustomed to treat them as a prohibition, you 
are not allowed to permit these actions in their presence. Rav 
Hisda said: We are dealing with Samaritans, not with Jews. 
The Gemara is surprised at this: And doesn’t this apply to ev- 
eryone? Wasn't it taught in a baraita to the contrary? Two 
brothers may bathe together," and there is no concern that 
doing so is immodest or will lead to sinful thoughts. However, 
the custom was that two brothers do not bathe together in the 
city of Kabul (see 1 Kings 9:13).° And there was an incident 
involving Yehuda and Hillel,” sons of Rabban Gamliel, who 
bathed together in Kabul, and the entire city denounced 
them and said: In all our days we have never seen that type of 
conduct. Hillel stole away and went out to the outer chamber 
and did not want to tell them: You are permitted to do so. He 
preferred to obey the city residents rather than rule it permitted 
for two brothers to bathe together. 


NOTES 


If matters are permitted — oa O37: Several opinions 
are offered to explain these halakhot and the differences 
between the mishna, the baraita, and the incidents involv- 
ing the sons of Rabban Gamliel and the sons of Rabba bar 
bar Hana. 

Some commentaries distinguish between the cases in 
the following manner: Where there is a significant custom 
practiced by the residents of a certain locale, with the guid- 
ance of Torah scholars who also follow the custom, then one 
may not diverge from that custom. Even if someone from 
that location is elsewhere, he is required to observe the 
custom. However, if an insignificant custom was accepted by 
people in a certain place on their own, without consulting 


Torah scholars, one need not observe that custom when he 


is not with the local people (Rosh). 

Other authorities explain that in Kabul, the custom for 
brothers not to bathe together was established by Torah 
scholars who once resided there and who instituted the 
practice as a preventive measure. Yehuda and Hillel thought 
hat the custom with regard to brothers bathing was based 
on an error and did not permit bathing in their presence 
Ran). Others suggest that one is required to adopt local 
stringencies only in cases where failure to observe the cus- 
om could involve some element of transgression. However, 
when the practice is based only on a local decree, visitors are 
not required to follow it. 


BACKGROUND 


Samaritan [Kuti] - »m1D: The Samaritans are the descendants of 
the nations displaced by Sennacherib, King of Assyria, and brought 
to settle in Eretz Yisrael. Eventually, they accepted upon them- 
selves several mitzvot (11 Kings 17). At the beginning of the Second 
Temple period, during the times of Ezra and Nehemiah, relations 
between the Samaritans and the Jews deteriorated. Later, the 
Samaritans established a center of worship on Mount Gerizim, as 
hey claimed that the sanctity of that mountain was established 
by one of the Ten Commandments. Some generations of Sages 
recognized Samaritans as halfJewish. They went so far as to say: 
n the mitzvot that the Samaritans adopted, they are extremely 
exacting in their fulfillment, even more than the Jews are. Ulti- 
mately, as the Samaritans continued to distance themselves from 
he Jewish people in virtually every regard, they were accorded 
he legal status of gentiles. 


Kabul and Birei - 


ypa dia: 


Cities of Kabul and Birei in the Galilee 


HALAKHA 
A person may bathe with anyone - ynd DIK Son oy: A man 
may bathe with other men. However, he may not bathe with his 
father, his father-in-law, his stepfather, or his sister's husband. In 
modern times, common practice is not to be concerned with these 
restrictions in places where people wear pants in the bathhouse 
(Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 23:6, and in the comment of the Rema). 


PERSONALITIES 


Yehuda and Hillel -m min: Yehuda and Hillel were the sons of 
Rabban Gamliel, who was the son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Yehuda, 
the older son, became Nasi of the Sanhedrin after his father’s death 
and is generally called Rabbi Yehuda Nesia, to distinguish him 
from his grandfather, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Yehuda Nesia 
was one of the first amoraim and is considered one of the most 
significant amoraiim in Eretz Yisrael. As the head of the court, he 
instituted several important ordinances that were adopted by the 
entire Jewish people. 
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BACKGROUND 
Wide shoes — ip» tp: 


Wide shoes, similar to those from the talmudic period mentioned in the Gemara 


NOTES §=—W— 
Gave them to their servants - ray ann): Although a 
Jew is commanded explicitly to prevent his servant from per- 
forming prohibited labor on Shabbat, Yehuda and Hillel were 
permitted to command their servants to carry the shoes, since 
wearing them is not actually prohibited (Yefe Einayim). 


Gentiles’ stools — 043 pap: The residents were not seeking to 
adopt a stringent custom; they mistakenly thought that it was 
prohibited to sit on the stools because the stools were associ- 
ated with business transactions (Maharam Halawa). 


People in the cities [benei medinat hayyam] — Dx NYT "2a: 

The standard meaning of this phrase is residents of countries 
overseas. As the cities mentioned in the various incidents in- 
volving the sons of Rabban Gamliel are all cities in Israel, that is 
not the meaning here. There are several manuscripts with the 
variant reading: Benei medina meaning in this context residents 
of the cities. 


Brothers bathing together — 4m) On NY: Some com- 
mentaries teach that when two brothers bathe together, they 
ponder their origins (Nimmukei Yosef). Other commentaries 
suggest that since brothers are close, seeing each other naked 
might lead them to engage in sodomy (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


Rabba bar bar Hana — my 33 33 737: Many commentaries 
explain why Rabba bar bar Hana allowed himself to eat this 
fat. Some of them posit that since the reason to follow local 
custom is to avoid conflict, and eating the fat was subject to a 
tannaitic dispute, he would not generate conflict by eating it. 
Consequently, the other Sages were told that he treated them 
like Samaritans who were unfamiliar with the mishna that men- 
tions the tannaitic dispute on this matter (Maharam Halawa). 
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Similarly, one may go out with wide shoes’ that resemble slippers 
on Shabbat; however, one does not go out with wide shoes in 
the city of Birei. And there was an incident involving Yehuda 
and Hillel, sons of Rabban Gamliel, who went out with wide 
shoes in Birei, and the people of the city denounced them and 
said: In all our days we have never seen that type of conduct. 
And Yehuda and Hillel removed their shoes, and gave them to 
their gentile servants," and did not want to tell the residents of 
the city: You are permitted to go out with wide shoes on Shabbat. 


Similarly, one may sit on gentiles’ stools’ on Shabbat, even 
though these stools are typically used for displaying merchandise, 
but one may not sit on gentiles' stools on Shabbat in the city of 
Akko. And there was an incident involving Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel who sat on gentiles’ stools in the city of Akko, and the 
entire city denounced him. They said: In all our days we have 
never seen that type of conduct. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 
moved onto the ground and did not want to tell them: You are 
permitted to sit on the stools. The Gemara answers: The legal 
status of people in the cities," since Sages are not found among 
them, is like that of the Samaritans. Therefore, it is prohibited to 
tell them that these activities are permitted. 


The Gemara proceeds to clarify the reasons for the stringent cus- 
toms in those communities. Granted, sitting on gentiles’ stools 
is prohibited because it appears like one is engaged in buying 
and selling on Shabbat. In the case of wide shoes as well, it is 
prohibited to wear them due to the concern lest they fall off one’s 
feet and he come to carry them in his hand four cubits in the 
public domain, thereby violating a Torah prohibition. 


However, what is the reason that two brothers may not bathe 

together?" The Gemara answers: The custom to prohibit doing so 

is based on that which was taught in a baraita: A person may 
bathe with anyone except for his father, and his father-in-law, 
and his mother’s husband, and his sister’s husband. Due to the 

nature of their relation, one might come to ponder how they came 

to be related and have prohibited thoughts about intimacy be- 
tween men and women. And Rabbi Yehuda permits one to bathe 

with his father, due to the honor that he can accord his father by 
assisting his father while bathing. The same is true for one’s 

mother’s husband. 


And the people of Kabul came and issued a decree to prohibit 
bathing together for two brothers, due to their concern that it 
is similar to bathing with one’s sister’s husband. It was taught 
in the Tosefta: A student may not bathe with his teacher," since 
it is disrespectful to see one’s teacher naked. But if his teacher 
requires his help when bathing, it is permitted. 


The Gemara relates: When Rabba bar bar Hana" came from Eretz 

Yisrael to Babylonia, he ate the fat found over the straight part of 
an animal's stomach. The fat along the stomach consists of two 

parts: The inner, straight portion, which is shaped like a bowstring, 
and the outer, rounded portion, which is shaped like a bow. With 
regard to the fat surrounding the inner, straight portion, the cus- 
tom in Eretz Yisrael was lenient, whereas in Babylonia it was 

stringent. Rav Avira the Elder and Rabba, son of Rav Huna, 
entered to see Rabba bar bar Hana. When he saw them coming, 
he concealed from them what he was eating. They came and told 

Abaye what had happened, and he said to them: Through his 

conduct, he rendered you Samaritans, as he could have told you 
that it is permitted but did not do so. 


HALAKHA 


A student may not bathe with his teacher - yn x win pants in the bathhouse, it is common practice to permit a 


i31 oy: A student may not bathe with his teacher, unless the 
latter requires his assistance. In places where people wear 


student to bathe with his teacher (Aguda; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De'a 242:16 and in the comment of the Rema). 
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The Gemara asks: And is Rabba bar bar Hana, who was lenient with 
regard to a matter that is prohibited, not in agreement with that 
which we learned in the mishna: When one travels from one place 
to another, the Sages impose upon him the stringencies of the 
place from which he left and the stringencies of the place to 
which he went? Abaye said: That applies when one travels from 
one place in Babylonia to another place in Babylonia, or from one 
place in Eretz Yisrael to another place in Eretz Yisrael, or alterna- 
tively, from Babylonia to Eretz Yisrael. However, when traveling 
from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, no, this principle does not apply. 
Since we, the residents of Babylonia, are subordinate to them in 
terms of halakha, we act in accordance with their custom, but a 
resident of Eretz Yisrael is not required to follow the Babylonian 
custom. 


Rav Ashi said: Even if you say that when one travels from Eretz 
Yisrael to Babylonia, he is required to act stringently in accordance 
with the local custom, this applies only when his intent is not to 
return. One is required to adopt the local customs when perma- 
nently settling in a new location. However, as Rabba bar bar Hana’s 
intent was to return" to Eretz Yisrael, his point of origin, he con- 
tinued to follow the custom of Eretz Yisrael. The Gemara relates that 
Rabba bar bar Hana said to his son: My son, you live in Babylonia. 
Therefore, do not eat this fat, neither when you are in my presence 
nor when you are not in my presence." I, who saw Rabbi Yohanan 
eat this fat, can say that Rabbi Yohanan is worthy for one to rely 
upon him both in his presence and not in his presence. You did 
not see him. Therefore, do not eat it, neither when you are in my 
presence nor when you are not in my presence, since you may not 
rely upon my opinion alone in this matter. 


The Gemara comments: And this statement of his disagrees with 
another statement of his, as Rabba bar bar Hana said: Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Elazar told me: Once I followed Rabbi Shimon ben 
Rabbi Yosei ben Lakonya’ into the garden next to his house, 


and he took cabbage’ after-growths that had grown during the 
Sabbatical Year, and ate from them and gave some to me. And he 
said to me: My son, in my presence, you may eat this. But when 
you are not in my presence, you may not eat cabbage that grew as 
an after-growth. I, who saw Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai eat, can say 
that Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai is worthy for one to rely upon him 
both in his presence and notin his presence. You, who did not see 
him eat, in my presence, rely on what I saw and eat; however not 
in my presence, do not rely on my testimony and do not eat. In this 
case, Rabba bar bar Hana maintained that one who saw a Sage act 
in a certain way may rely on what he saw, as may his students when 
they are in the presence of their teacher. 


BACKGROUND 


Cabbage - 213: Cabbage is a leafy green vegetable that is 
a popular cultivar of the species Brassica oleracea L. (Capitata 
Group) of the Brassicaceae (or Cruciferae) family. It is an herba- 
ceous, biennial, dicotyledonous flowering plant, distinguished 
by a short stem upon which there is crowded a mass of leaves, 


usually green but in some varieties red or purplish. While imma- 
ture, it forms a characteristic compact, globular cluster known 
as a head of cabbage. Cabbage contains vitamin C as well as 
significant amounts of glutamine, an amino acid that has anti- 
inflammatory properties. 


rom the publisher 


HALAKHA 

His intent was to return — aay) iny: One who travels 

o a destination but intends to return home should follow 
his own local custom, whether it is a stringency or a leni- 
ency. However, one should not do so publicly, to avoid 

dispute. Consequently, it is prohibited to perform labor on 

Passover eve in a place where the custom is to refrain from 

doing so. This halakha is in accordance with the practice of 
Rabba bar bar Hana and Rav Ashi’s concluding statement 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 468:4). 


NOTES 
n my presence...not in my presence — 293 xv 153: 
The Meiri explains that the expression: In my presence, 
indicates during my lifetime. The phrase: Not in my pres- 
ence, means after my death. 


PERSONALITIES 
Rabbi Shimon ben Rabbi Yosei ben Lakonya — jiynw 31 
xaipd 12 9 937 Ja: Rabbi Shimon ben Rabbi Yosei ben 
Lakonya was a member of the court of Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi in the last generation of tannaim, and taught the first 
generation of amoraim. A student of Rabbi Shimon bar 
Yohai, he transmitted several of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai's 
halakhic and aggadic discourses and exchanged ideas 
with him on matters of halakha and aggada. According 
to some sources he was the father-in-law of Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Shimon, and he raised the son of Rabbi Elazar 
after the latter's death. He was a priest and lived in Tiberias. 
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NOTES = — 
All after-growths are prohibited — ptipx Drab bs: There 
are many different opinions with regard to the rationale and 
the source for this prohibition. Rabbi Akiva and the Rabbis 
dispute the origin of the prohibition: Rabbi Akiva teaches that 
itis by Torah law, while the Rabbis assert it is a rabbinic decree. 
In addition, the commentaries disagree with regard to the 
nature of the prohibition. According to Rashi, the prohibition 
applies only after the time has passed to eliminate Sabbatical 
Year produce from one’s house. Rabbeinu Tam asserts that the 
prohibition against eating produce from after-growths is an in- 
dependent prohibition that is unrelated to the requirement to 
eliminate Sabbatical Year produce from the house. Therefore, 
produce from after-growths is permitted only in areas where 
food is not typically grown or in plants that are not typically 
planted (Meiri). Some authorities state that the reason for 
this decree is so that people would not surreptitiously plant 
crops in their field during the Sabbatical Year and claim that 
they were merely eating produce from after-growths. Other 
commentaries explain that the decree was issued prohibiting 
anything that grows during the Sabbatical Year, whether it was 
sown or only gathered (Josefot Rid). 


Except for the after-growths of cabbage — 313 Mab yan: 
Some commentaries explain that the legal status of the after- 
growths of cabbage is like that of fruit that grows on a tree 
and not like that of after-growths of vegetables, since cab- 
bage after-growths are unlike other after-growths. Other com- 
mentaries teach that, unlike the case with other vegetation, 
the difference between cabbage that was cultivated or grew 
as an after-growth is obvious, and therefore no decree was 
necessary (Meiri). 


Abaye said it is referring to the first clause - KWN 9X VOX: 
There is no need to explain the latter clause of the mishna, 
i.e., that one should be stringent and follow the local custom 
of his hometown, as it is based on the verse: “Listen my son 
o the rebuke of your father” (Proverbs 1:8; see Rabbi Zerahya 
HaLevi). 


How many idle people there are in the market - 3a Tma 
xpa ni: Some commentaries take issue with this explana- 
ion, which also appears elsewhere. They state that in general, 
refraining from labor is a deviation from the local custom. 
However, in this case, it is clear that the person in question 
is a visitor and people will assume that he does not have any 
work. Consequently, his failure to work will not be taken as a 
deviation from the local custom (Rashash). 


We who know the determination of the month -Yy t73% 
MPT KYA: Several commentaries explain that Rav Safra 
meant that he knew the principles that govern intercalation 
of the month and year. Therefore, he knew when the Festivals 
would occur (Josefot Rid). Other commentaries agree with 
Tosafot and maintain he lived in a place that was reached by 
the messengers from Jerusalem who informed them when 
the New Moon was sanctified in Eretz Yisrael. Since he always 
knew when the Festivals began, his legal status was equivalent 
to that of a resident of Eretz Yisrael. He later moved to a place 
where only occasionally the messengers arrived before the 
beginning of the Festival. 


HALAKHA 


All after-growths are prohibited - pdx DYMDDT bs: Any 
crops that grow on their own during the Sabbatical Year are 
prohibited by rabbinic law. This decree was issued to prevent 
people from planting produce and then claiming they were 
eating after-growths that grew spontaneously. The halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 
Zera'im, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 4:2). 


It does not constitute a deviation that causes dispute — jx 
npibnan sw 191 ita: A traveler must adopt the stringent 
customs of both his destination and his city of origin with 
regard to performing labor on Passover eve. One who acts 
stringently in a place where the local custom is to perform 
labor will not be noticed, as people will attribute his inactivity 
to lack of work. This ruling is in accordance with Rava’s explana- 
tion (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 468:4). 
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The Gemara asks: What is that statement of Rabbi Shimon? As it 
was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon says: All after-growths 
that grow on their own during the Sabbatical Year are prohibited™ 
and may not be eaten, except for the after-growths of cabbage," as 
there is nothing similar to them among the vegetables in the field. 
The Sages did not extend the decree prohibiting after-growths to 
cabbage, because it is unlike other vegetables. Rather, it is like fruit 
of a tree, which may be eaten if it grows wild during the Sabbatical 
Year. And the Rabbis say: All after-growths are prohibited, includ- 
ing the after-growths of cabbage. 


The Gemara comments: And both Rabbi Shimon and the Rabbis, 
who disagree in this case, hold in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Akiva. As it was taught in a baraita: The verse states, “And if 
you shall say: What shall we eat in the seventh year? Behold, we 

may not sow, nor gather our crops” (Leviticus 25:20). Rabbi Aki- 
va said: And since they cannot sow, from where would they 
gather? Why does the verse mention gathering? It is derived from 

here that gathering after-growths that were not planted but grew 

on their own is prohibited. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what principle then, do they 
disagree? The Gemara answers: The Rabbis, who prohibit all after- 
growths, hold: We issue a decree prohibiting cabbage after- 
growths due to other after-growths in general. And Rabbi Shi- 
mon holds: We do not issue a decree prohibiting cabbage 
after-growths due to other after-growths in general. 


We learned in the mishna with regard to refraining from perfor- 
mance of labor on Passover eve: With regard to one who travels 

from a place where people perform labor on Passover eve to a place 

where people do not, or from a place where people do not perform 

labor on Passover eve to a place where people do, the Sages impose 

upon him the stringencies of the place from which he left and the 

stringencies of the place to which he went. The Gemara asks: Grant- 
ed, in the case of one who travels from a place where people 

perform labor to a place where they do not perform labor, the 

Sages impose upon him the stringencies of the place to which he 

went, and a person should not deviate from the standard practice 

in that place due to potential dispute, and he should not perform 

labor. 


However, if one traveled from a place where people do not per- 
form labor to a place where they do perform labor, is the ruling 
there too, that a person should not deviate from the standard 
practice in that place due to conflict, and perform labor? That can- 
not be. Didn’t you say: The Sages impose upon him the stringen- 
cies of the place to which he went and the stringencies of the 
place from which he left? He should not perform any labor. 


Abaye said: The principle that one should not deviate due to po- 
tential dispute is referring to the first clause," that one who arrives 
at a place where people do not perform labor adopts the local strin- 
gency. Rava said: Actually, it is possible to say this halakha is also 
referring to the latter clause of the mishna, and this is what it is 
saying: Refraining from labor does not constitute a deviation that 
causes dispute." What are you saying; one who sees him will say 
that he is not working because he believes that performing labor is 
prohibited, contrary to local practice? That is unlikely, as when 
people see him inactive that will not be their assumption. Instead, 
they will say: How many idle people there are in the market’ 
every day who do not work. In this case, people will assume that 
this individual was unable to find work that day. 


After discussing stringencies resulting from customs, the Gemara 
elaborates on the second day ofa Festival observed in the Diaspora. 
Rav Safra said to Rabbi Abba: Communities in a situation like us, 
who, based on calculations, already know the determination of the 
month" and are no longer concerned lest the Festival be observed 
on the wrong day, clearly, on the second day of a Festival, 
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They vote to flog — KTA% 1312972: Some commentaries explain this 
statement in a different manner. In Eretz Yisrael, the Sages would 
convene and vote on a case until the majority agreed that a Sage who 
sinned should be punished with lashes. However, when it was neces- 
sary to excommunicate another Sage, it was carried out immediately 
because this punishment was meted out only for the most serious 


transgressions (Rabbeinu Hananel; Rif). 


The severity of ostracism — 1937 Man: The Sages in tractate Moed 
Katan note that even though ostracism does not have the same physi- 
cal effect as lashes, it is still considered a more severe punishment, as it 
includes elements of both excommunication and curse, even though 
a person achieves immediate atonement with lashes. 


we do not perform labor in the settled area due to the need to avoid 
deviation that causes dispute, as it is the custom in the Diaspora to refrain 
from performance of labor on those days. However, in the desert outside 
the Jewish community, what is the halakha? He said to him that this is 
what Rav Ami said: In a settled area it is prohibited; in the desert it is 
permitted." 


Tangentially, it is reported that Rav Natan bar Asya relied upon his 
knowledge of the calendar and traveled from Rav’s study hall to 
Pumbedita® on the second day of the festival of Assembly, i.e., Shavuot, 
and thereby desecrated the second day of the Festival by traveling beyond 
the town limits. Rav Yosef excommunicated him as punishment for this 
act. Abaye said to Rav Yosef: Let the Master flog Rav Natan bar Asya 
for this grave sin. Rav Yosef said to him: I punished him more severely, 
as in Eretz Yisrael they vote to flog’ a Torah scholar, but do not 
vote to punish him with excommunication," in deference to the Torah. 
Apparently, excommunication is a more severe punishment than lashes. 


Some say: Rav Yosef ordered the court officer to flog him." Abaye said 
to Rav Yosef: Let the Master excommunicate him, as it is Rav and 
Shmuel who both say that one excommunicates for desecration of the 
second day of the Festival in the Diaspora." Rav Yosef said to him: That 
applies to an ordinary person. Here, he is a Torah scholar. I did what 
was best for him, as in Eretz Yisrael they vote to flog a Torah scholar 
but do not vote to punish him with excommunication. Rav Yosef did 
not wish to sentence him to so severe a punishment. 


We learned in the mishna: Similarly, one who transports Sabbatical Year 
produce from a place where a crop has ceased in the fields to a place where 

it has not yet ceased, or from a place where it has not yet ceased to a place 

where it has already ceased, is obligated to remove the produce from his 

possession, in accordance with the stringencies of both locations. Rabbi 

Yehuda says that one need not remove the produce, as he can say to a local 
resident: You too go out and bring this produce from a place where it 
remains in the field. Therefore, he may partake of the produce that he 

brought with him. The Gemara asks: And is Rabbi Yehuda not in agree- 
ment with that which we learned in the mishna: The Sages impose upon 
him the stringencies of both the place from which he left and the 

stringencies of the place to which he went? 


Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi, said: Rabbi Yehuda is stating a different 
matter, and this is what the mishna is saying: Or if one went from a 
place where a crop has not ceased in the fields to a place where it has 
also not ceased in the fields, and he heard that it now ceased in the fields 
in his original location, he is then required to remove the fruits from his 
possession.” Rabbi Yehuda says: He need not remove it and can say to 
the people of his location of origin: You, too, go out and bring these fruits 
from a place where they remain in the field, as they have not ceased in 
the fields here, and I may continue eating this produce. 


NOTES 

One excommunicates for desecration of the second day of the 
Festival in the Diaspora — niha by; Div on ww by pa: The se- 
verity of this punishment is due to the rabbinic origin of this halakha. 
If it were treated lightly, the populace might eventually abandon it 
altogether (see Ran). 


One who comes from a place where they have ceased must re- 
move - Wa bow nipa xa: There is no concern that this deviation 
from the local custom will cause conflict, because one who removes 
the produce declares it ownerless and available for the poor, and there 
are others who do the same (Maharam Halawa). Some commentaries 
explain that with regard to an obligation by Torah law, the concern lest 
it cause dissent is irrelevant (Tiferet Yisrael). 


HALAKHA 


In a settled area it is prohibited, in the des- 
ert it is permitted - a Jaa NOK awa: 

Residents of Eretz Yisrael who travel abroad 

with the intention of returning are required 
to refrain from violating the laws of the Festi- 
val, even in private, when arriving at a Jewish 
settled area on the second day of the Festival. 
Since this custom is universally accepted out- 
side Eretz Yisrael, violating the halakhot of the 
Festival in those circumstances is prohibited 
(Magen Avraham based on Rabbi Zerahya Hal- 
evi). Outside a Jewish settled area, the travelers 
may continue to observe the accepted practice 
in Eretz Yisrael. However, one who does not 
intend to return to Eretz Yisrael may not vio- 
late the halakhot of the Festival on the second 

day, even when he is outside the settled areas 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 496:3). 


A Torah scholar who has sinned - o5n wn 
bmw: It is common practice to avoid excom- 
municating or ostracizing a Torah scholar, even 
if he performed an action that carries that pun- 
ishment. Rather, an attempt is undertaken to 
maintain distance from him. However, if he 
deserves it, he may be flogged even with rab- 
binically ordained lashes for rebelliousness. 
If a Torah scholar sins and corrupts others to 
sin along with him, he is excommunicated 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 334:42). 


One who displays contempt for the second 
day of the Festival — n% sip ota Dibran: One 
who displays contempt for the second day of 
the Festival in the Diaspora is punished with 
ostracism. If he is a Torah scholar, he is flogged 
instead, in accordance with the second version 
of the discussion between Abaye and Rav Yosef 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 496:1). 


BACKGROUND 


Pumbedita - x11319: A city on the Euphra- 
es River, northwest of Neharde’a, Pumbedita 
was an important center of the Babylonian 
Jewish community for many generations. As 
early as the Second Temple period Pumbedita 
was called: The Diaspora, as it was considered 
he center of Babylonian Jewry. After the de- 
struction of Neharde’a, some scholars from 
its yeshiva relocated to Pumbedita, and from 
hen on Torah study continued there without 
interruption until the end of the geonic period. 

The scholars of Pumbedita were particularly 
amous for their acumen. The most famous 
heads of the Pumbedita Yeshiva were its found- 
er Rav Yehuda, Rabba, Rav Yosef, Abaye, Rav 
ahman bar Yitzhak, Rav Zevid, and Rafram 
bar Pappa. The Pumbedita Yeshiva was very 
prominent in the geonic period as well, often 
overshadowing the yeshiva in Sura. The last 
heads of the Pumbedita Yeshiva were the re- 
nowned geonim Rav Sherira Gaon and his son, 
Rav Hai Gaon. 
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NOTES 


One may eat based on the first - pwx7 by pooine: 
Some commentaries explain the dispute between Rabbi 
Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua as follows: Rabbi Eliezer sees 
all the vegetables as one entity because each vegetable 
adds flavor to the entire mixture. Therefore, once it is pro- 
hibited to eat the first type, the last type is also prohibited. 
Rabbi Yehoshua uses similar reasoning and reaches the 
opposite conclusion. Since each type of vegetable con- 
ains aspects of the others, it is as though some element 
of it remains in the field. Consequently, as long as one 
ype remains in the field, one may continue eating the 
entire mixture on that basis (Meri). 


The opinions of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehuda - 
mA qb saani: Several commentaries assert 
that by Torah law, everyone agrees that it is permitted 
to eat the type of vegetable that has ceased in the field 
because several types of vegetables are mixed together. 
However, it is possible that nevertheless, these vegeta- 
bles would be prohibited to avoid dispute to prevent 
deviation from the local custom, as had only one type 
of vegetable been preserved, it would be prohibited. 
Indeed, the vegetables remain permitted only when 
combined with other types of vegetables. This is the 
basis for the similarity between the tannaitic dispute in 
this case and the dispute between Rabbi Yehuda and 
the Rabbis with regard to deviation from local custom. 
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The Gemara asks: Is that to say that Rabbi Yehuda is stating his 
opinion asa leniency in his dispute with the Rabbis? Didn’t Rabbi 
Elazar say: Rabbi Yehuda stated his opinion as a stringency? 
Rather, reverse the statements in the mishna: If one travels from a 
place where a crop has not ceased in the fields to another place 
where it has not ceased in the fields, and hears that it has ceased in 
the fields in his original location, he is not required to remove that 
produce from his house. Rabbi Yehuda says: You, too, go out and 
bring these fruits from the place where I brought them, and the 
crop has ceased in the fields there, and therefore he is required to 
remove the produce from his house. 


Abaye said: Actually, maintain the dispute in the mishna as it is 
taught, and this is what the mishna is saying: Or, if he brought it 
from place where it has not ceased in the fields to a place where 
it has ceased in the fields, and he returned the fruits to their orig- 
inal place where they have still not ceased from the fields, he is not 
required to remove the produce. Rabbi Yehuda says: You, too, go 
out and bring these fruits from the place where I brought them, 
and hasn’t the crop ceased from the fields there? When he brought 
the produce back, he took it from a location where the fruit had 
ceased to be available, and he is required to remove it. 


Rav Ashi strongly objects to this: Is that to say that, according to 
Rabbi Yehuda, did the back of the donkey absorb these fruits? In 
other words, should this fruit be prohibited just because he trans- 
ported the fruits on a donkey’s back through a place where it no 
longer exists in the field, even though it was neither grown there nor 
is he eating it there? Rather, Rav Ashi said: The dispute between 
the Rabbis and Rabbi Yehuda is parallel to the dispute of these 
tanna’im, as we learned in a mishna: With regard to one who pre- 
serves three types of vegetable preserves in one barrel" during the 
Sabbatical Year, Rabbi Eliezer says: One may eat all three vegeta- 
bles based on the status of the first." One may eat all three only 
until the date that the first of those vegetables ceases in the field. 
Thereafter, he is required to remove all the vegetables because they 
form a mixture of the prohibited and the permitted. 


Rabbi Yehoshua says: One may even continue eating all of them 
based on the status of the final type of those vegetables, until it is 
no longer present in the field.” Rabban Gamliel says: Any of the 
vegetables whose type has ceased from the field, he will remove 
its type from the barrel and it may not be eaten; and the halakha 
is in accordance with his statement. The parallels between the 
dispute in this mishna and the dispute between the Rabbis and 
Rabbi Yehuda are: The unattributed opinion in the mishna is paral- 
lel to the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua opinion: As long as there is 
an element of leniency, it is all permitted. Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion 
is parallel to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer: As long as there is an 
element of stringency, it is all prohibited (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


Ravina said: The dispute between the Rabbis and Rabbi Yehuda is 
parallel to the dispute of these tanna’im, as we learned in a mishna: 
One may eat dates in all of Judea until the last palm tree, which 
produces the latest dates, in Tzoar, has ceased producing dates." 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: 


Three types of vegetable preserves in one barrel — 
DNX Mana owas: If one preserves three types of vegetables 


HALAKHA 


awh Talmud (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Shemitta 
VeYovel 7:6). 


in one barrel during the Sabbatical Year, he must remove each 


kind of vegetable from the barrel once it is no longer pres- 
ent in the field. If one begins removing that type, it is consid- 
ered completely removed, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabban Gamliel as cited in tractate Sheviit in the Jerusalem 


Until when may one eat dates - van D>dix ma Ty: One may 
eat dates in Judea until the fruit is no longer present in Tzoar, 
which is usually close to Purim (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 
Shemitta VeYovel 7:11). 
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One may continue eating dates based on those that have fallen 
off the tree and are stuck between the palm branches. But one 
may not continue eating on the basis of the dates that have fallen 
between the thorn branches, as animals are unable to reach them 
there. According to the first tanna in the mishna cited, one may 
continue eating fruit as long as an animal has access to its type, 
parallel to the opinion of the Rabbis with regard to removal. Rab- 
ban Shimon ben Gamlieľ’s opinion is parallel to the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda: If the fruit from a certain place is not available to 
all, one is required to remove it. 


Since the Gemara discussed the point when Sabbatical Year pro- 
duce must be removed in different places, it cites a mishna from 
tractate Shevi’it that deals with a similar topic. We learned there 
in a mishna: Eretz Yisrael is divided into three separate lands’ 
with regard to removal," Judea, Transjordan, and the Galilee. 
And there are three lands in each and every one of them: The 
valley, the mountains, and the plains, in which the halakhot of 
removal differ. And why did the Sages say that there are three 
lands with regard to removal if those lands themselves are further 
divided? It is so that people will eat in each and every one until 
a certain crop ceases from the field in the last of the regions that 
comprise it. Therefore, even if a certain fruit is no longer available 
in a particular region within the land, it may still be eaten there as 
long as it is available in one of the other regions. 


The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived, that it 
is permitted to continue eating a type of fruit that has ceased from 
the fields in a region, as long as it has not ceased elsewhere in the 
land, but that once it has ceased from the fields in the entire land 
it is prohibited, despite the fact that it has not ceased from the 
fields in the other lands? Rav Hama bar Ukva said that Rabbi 
Yosei bar Hanina said: The verse says with regard to land during 
the Sabbatical Year: “And for the cattle and the beasts that are 
in your land, all its produce may be eaten” (Leviticus 25:7), from 
which it is derived: As long as the undomesticated animals eat 
a type of produce from the field," one may feed that type to the 
domesticated animal in his house, as it still remains in the field. 
Deriving benefit from that type of produce is permitted. How- 
ever, if that type of produce has ceased for the undomesticated 
animals in the field, cease providing it to your domesticated 
animal in the house. 


And we learned as a tradition that an undomesticated animal in 
Judea does not develop on the produce of the Galilee, and an 
undomesticated animal in the Galilee does not develop on the 
fruits of Judea. In each region there are conditions uniquely 
suited to the species that live there (Sefat Emet). Animals wander 
from region to region within Judea or within the Galilee in search 
of food, but they do not stray beyond the borders of the land of 
their habitat. 


Removal during the Sabbatical Year - mawr nya: There 
are two primary opinions with regard to the requirement to 
remove produce that grows during the Sabbatical Year. Among 
those who hold each opinion, there is disagreement with re- 
gard to the details. The opinion of Rashi, the Rambam, and 
the Ra’avad is that removal must be performed after a certain 
species is no longer found in the field. Removal is performed 
by destroying the produce that remains in the house, either by 


burning it, throwing it into the sea, or the like. According to 
Tosafot, the Sefer Mitzvot Gadol, the Ramban, and others, the 
process entails removing the produce from one’s house and 
then declaring it ownerless. When a given type of produce is 
no longer in the field, one removes it from his home, and then 
he declares it ownerless and renders it available to both the 
poor and the wealthy to eat in the field. According to some 
authorities, it may be eaten only by the poor. 


_ BACKGROUND ~ 

Three lands — nix ss wy: This map displays the three lands 
mentioned in the Gemara, and the three regions within each 
land. The boundaries of each land are described in great 
detail in the mishna and Josefta of tractate Sheviit. The divi- 
sion into lands dates back to a time when the area between 
Judea and the Galilee was inhabited primarily by gentiles 
and Samaritans. Therefore, the Gemara did not discuss the 
halakhic status of that area. 


BB Piain E] valey P| Mountain 


Map of the three lands and their regions 


HALAKHA 

Three lands with regard to removal — ayy nists wow: 

Eretz Yisrael is divided into three lands with regard to the 
removal of produce that grows during the Sabbatical Year: 
Judea, Transjordan, and the Galilee. As long as a certain spe- 
cies remains in one field in a particular land, one may con- 
tinue to eat it throughout that land (Rambam Sefer Zeraim, 
Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 7:9). 


Animals eat from the field — mwa ya nypix mem: When a 
certain type of vegetable or fruit is no longer available for 
animals to eat in the field, one must remove the fruit from his 
house (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 7:1). 
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HALAKHA 
Sabbatical Year fruits that left Eretz Yisrael — myraw niva 
Sew YN wW: If produce that grows in Eretz Yisrael 
during the Sabbatical Year is taken abroad, it must be re- 
moved wherever it is taken. The halakha in this case is not 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, 
as is evident from both the Gemara here and the discussion 
in the Jerusalem Talmud (Kesef Mishne). In addition, several 
authorities cite a version of the baraita in which the first 
opinion is stated in the name of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and 
the halakha is always ruled in accordance with his opinion 
(Radbaz; Rambam Sefer Zeraiim, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 7:12). 


To eat and not to destroy — spond x). Ahoy): One may 
chop down trees during the Sabbatical Year before they 
have begun to produce fruit. However, it is prohibited to 
chop them down after they have begun producing fruit 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 5:17). 


NOTES 


Scrupulous...as Rahava — 713...7°1: How exactly the 
example proves Rahava's scrupulousness i is unclear, and 
various explanations were provided to explain it. Some ex- 
plain that Rahava was uncertain whether this halakha was 
stated by Rav Yehuda or by Rabbi Yehuda, and therefore he 
taught it in the name of both Sages (Rashi). Others posit 
that he used a term that encompassed both possibilities 
by referring to Ravi Yehuda (Rabbeinu Hananel). Yet others 
explain that Rahava's scrupulousness is evident in the fact 
that he transmitted this halakha using the word stav rather 
than the word itztaba, which is more commonly used in the 
mishna (Rashi in tractate Berakhot). 


LANGUAGE 


Colonnade [stav] — wp: From the Greek otod, stoa, mean- 
ing a roofed row of columns, Stav refers to a row of columns 
that are attached to a building. The Gemara is referring to a 
double stav, two rows of columns. 


BACKGROUND 
Date covering - Sana: This term refers to the part of the 
palm tree that covers the emerging flowers before they 
grow into fruit, and that protects the smaller fruits. Once the 
dates have ripened, it serves no purpose. This is an example 
of a protective covering that is needed for the fruit only dur- 
ing a certain period of its growth. 


Palm tree flowers emerging from their protective covering 
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The Sages taught: Sabbatical Year fruits that left Eretz Yisrael" 
and went to the Diaspora must be removed in any place that 
they are located. Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: That is not so. 
Rather, the fruits should return to their place of origin in Eretz 
Yisrael and be removed there. According to his opinion, removal 
may not be performed outside Eretz Yisrael because it is stated: 


“In your land,” indicating that this activity may be performed only 


in Eretz Yisrael. The Gemara asks: Didn’t you derive from this 
verse that each of the three lands in Eretz Yisrael has a different 
halakhic status? 


The Gemara answers: Read the phrase as both in the land and in 
your land. It is possible to derive two halakhot from this verse; 
one halakha is with regard to Eretz Yisrael in general, i.e., one may 
not perform removal outside of Eretz Yisrael, the land, and one is 
with regard to the different lands within Eretz Yisrael, your land. 
Alternatively, the second halakha can be derived from the extra- 
neous words in the expression: “That are in your land,” as the 
Torah could have sufficed with the phrase: “In your land.” 


The Gemara relates: Rav Safra left Eretz Yisrael and went to the 

Diaspora, and he had with him a jug of Sabbatical Year wine. Rav 
Huna, son of Rav Ika, and Rav Kahana accompanied him. He 

said to them: Is there anyone who heard from Rabbi Abbahu 

whether the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 

Shimon ben Elazar or not? According to his opinion, Rav Safra 

would be required to return the wine to Eretz Yisrael. Rav Kahana 

said to him that this is what Rabbi Abbahu said: The halakha is 

in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, 
and one is required to return and perform removal of the Sab- 
batical Year produce in Eretz Yisrael. Rav Huna, son of Rav Ika, 
said that this is what Rabbi Abbahu said: The halakha is not in 

accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, and 

one may perform removal wherever he may be. 


Rav Safra said: Take that principle of Rav Huna in your hand, 
i.e., rely on it, as he is scrupulous and he learned the halakha 

well from the mouth of its originator, as the Sage Rahava" from 
the city of Pumbedita would do. Rahava was famous for the 

precision with which he would transmit material that he learned 

from his teacher. The Gemara cites an example: Rahava said that 
Rav Yehuda said: The Temple Mount was a double colonnade 

[stav], as there was a colonnade within a colonnade there. Here 

Rahava used his teacher’s language in describing the structure of 
the Temple and the rows of columns. He did not employ the com- 
mon term used for a colonnade, itztaba, but rather stav, using the 

language he heard from his teacher. With regard to the case where 

Rav Safra relied on Rav Huna’s opinion and was lenient, Rav Yosef 
mockingly read the verse: “My nation ask counsel of their stock, 
and its staff [maklo] tells to them” (Hosea 4:12) and interpreted 

it homiletically with regard to Rav Safra: Anyone who is lenient 

[mekel] tells him the halakha. He listens to the opinion of only 
the Sage who rules leniently. 


The Gemara continues to discuss the halakhot of the Sabbatical 
Year: Rabbi Elai chopped down a palm tree containing unripe 
dates of the Sabbatical Year. The Gemara asks: How did he do 
this? The Merciful One says: “And the Sabbatical produce of the 
land shall be for you to eat” (Leviticus 25:6), from which it is in- 
ferred: To eat and not to destroy." It is prohibited to destroy 
Sabbatical Year produce, and it is permitted only to eat it. And if 
you Say that this restriction applies only in a case where it has 
reached the status of fruit, but in a case where it has not yet 
reached the status of fruit, no, it does not apply; didn’t Rav 
Nahman say that Rabba bar Avuh said: Those orla date cover- 
ings® are prohibited like other orla fruit, as their legal status is that 
of food because they became protection for the fruit? They are 
not considered part of the tree that may be eaten in the orla years. 
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The Gemara analyzes this: And when do these coverings serve 
as protection for the fruit? When the fruit is still young and 
one nevertheless calls them fruit. Dates are considered fruit 
even when they are undeveloped. Just as it is prohibited to eat 
these dates during the orla period, it is similarly prohibited to 
destroy them during the Sabbatical Year. The Gemara answers: 
It is Rav Nahman who stated his opinion in accordance with 
the individual opinion of Rabbi Yosei, contrary to the majority 
opinion. As we learned in a mishna that Rabbi Yosei says: The 
grape bud," i.e., a cluster of grapes in its earliest stage, immedi- 
ately after the flowers drop from the vine, is prohibited" due to 
orla because it is already considered a fruit. However, the Rab- 
bis disagree with him, explaining that fruit at that stage is not 
considered fruit. 


Rav Shimi of Neharde’a strongly objects to this: Do the Rab- 
bis disagree with Rabbi Yosei with regard to the fruits of all 
other trees besides grapes, that even in the very first stage of 
ripening, they are considered fruit? Didn’t we learn ina mishna: 
From when may one no longer chop down trees during the 
Sabbatical Year," as he thereby damages the fruit? Beit Sham- 
mai say: In the case of all the trees, from when the blossoms 
fall and fruit begins to emerge in its earliest stage. And Beit 
Hillel say: There is a distinction between different types of trees. 
The carob trees may not be chopped down from when they 
form chains of carobs;" and the vines, 


from when the grapes form kernels and grow slightly;" and 
olive trees, from when they blossom; and all other trees may 
not be chopped down from when they produce fruit. And Rav 
Asi said: It is an unripe grape, it is a grape kernel, it is a white 
bean, i.e., their legal status is the same. Before this is explained, 
the Gemara expresses astonishment: Does it enter your mind 
that the grape is at any stage a white bean? Rather, say: The size 
of an unripe grape is equivalent to the size of a white bean. 


In any case, whom did you hear that said: An unripe grape, yes, 
is considered fruit, while a grape bud, no, it is not considered 
fruit? Wasn't it the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Yosei? And 
it is taught that, according to the Rabbis, it is prohibited to chop 
down all other trees from when they produce fruit. This indi- 
cates that unripe dates have the same status as ordinary dates. 
Rather, the Gemara retracts its previous answer and explains 
that Rabbi Elai chopped down a palm tree with stunted dates," 
which never ripen on the tree. It was permitted to chop down 
the tree because the dates can be ripened only after they are 
removed from the tree. 


The Sages taught: One may eat grapes" during the Sabbatical 
Year until the grapes on the vine branches in the place called 
Okhel have ceased. And if there are grapes elsewhere later 
than those, one may continue eating grapes on their basis, as 
the Sages’ statement is merely based on the assumption that the 
grapes in Okhel are the last to remain in the field, but the hala- 
kha is not specific to them. 


From when the grapes form kernels — D03937 yW: 
This measurement criterion refers to a certain size grape. 
Some commentaries explain that the minimum measure 
is reached when the grape is large enough that the seed 
can be seen through the grape (Arukh; Rambam). Other 


NOTES 


commentaries assert, based on the Jerusalem Talmud, 
that the liquid should be detectable inside the grape, as 
the verse states: "For He draws away the drops of water” 
(Job 36:27; see Rabbeinu Hananel and Rabbi Shimshon 
of Saens). 


HALAKHA 


Grape bud - ap: Grape leaves, stems, and buds are not con- 
sidered fruit and may be eaten during the first three years after 
the vine is planted. The prohibitions of orla and the restrictions 
of fourth-year fruit are not in effect with regard to those items 
that grow on a vine in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
in their dispute with Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer Zeraim, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aser Sheni 9:13). 


The carob trees from when they form chains of carobs - panny 
WWW: It is prohibited to chop down a tree during the Sab- 
batical Year once it is evident that the tree has begun to produce 
fruit. In carob trees, this occurs once chains of carobs begin to 
form. Vines reach this stage once they form kernels, and olive 
trees reach it once they bud. The same halakha applies to other 
fruit trees once they produce unripe fruit (Rambam Zeraim, Hilkhot 
Shemitta VeYovel 5:18). 


NOTES 
Grape bud is prohibited — nog 1129: One opinion in the Jerusa- 
lem Talmud maintains that this halakha was stated with regard to 
a nazirite, who may not eat a bud from a grape vine, since it is also 
considered to be the fruit of a vine (see Rabbi Shimshon of Saens). 


May one no longer chop down trees during the Sabbatical 
Year - nawa nieg DX pxyip p: Although generally it is 
prohibited to chop down fruit trees due to the prohibition against 
wanton destruction, it is permitted under certain circumstances. 
For example, one may chop down a fruit tree if it is not producing 
sufficient fruit or if the tree's wood is worth more than its fruit. 
However, during the Sabbatical Year, one may not chop down a 
fruit tree under any circumstances, because the Sabbatical Year 
produce is for eating and not for destruction (Rabbeinu Peretz). 


HALAKHA 


Chopped down a palm tree with stunted dates - yp "nba: 
One may not chop down trees with unripe dates during the Sab- 
batical Year because the fruit will be destroyed. However, if one 
knows that the unripe fruit will never ripen, he may chop down 
the trees, in accordance with the Gemara's conclusion concerning 
the opinion of Rabbi Elai (Rambam Sefer Zeraim, Hilkhot Shemitta 
VeYovel 15:18). 


One may eat grapes - w333 Poot: One may eat dates during 
the Sabbatical Year until there are none left in the fields of Tzoar, 
which coincides with Purim. Olives may be eaten until Shavuot. 
Pressed figs may be eaten until Hanukkah. Grapes may be eaten 
until the Passover after the Sabbatical Year, because the grapes 
that grow at the beginning of the Sabbatical Year actually are 
attributed to the sixth year (Kesef Mishne), in accordance with the 
final baraita cited in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot 
Shemitta VeYovel 7:11). 
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BACKGROUND 
Gush Halav - abn wax: The places 
mentioned in this context are where 


the fruits of each species would usually 
ripen last. 


Places in which fruits ripened last 


NOTES 

A good sign for mountains is gallnut 
oaks — pon oan 12D: Some com- 
mentaries understand that this sign 
indicates where mountain plants will 
be successful, as these trees do not 
thrive in a valley (Rav Ya'akov Emden; 
Rashash). 
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Gallnut oaks [millin] - pon: The millin tree and its fruit are 
the Quercus boissieri Reut, from the oak family, Q. infectoria. 


This tall, deciduous tree can reach a height of 10 m. Its long 
flat leaves, about 3.5 cm in length, have a gray or green outer 
rim. Its fruit, known as acorns, are 1.5-3 cm in size. These trees 
are affected by gall wasps, which cause the formation of galls, 
a natural source of tannin that is used in the production of 
ink and leather. These trees grow in copses, most often in 


high mountains. 


272 PEREK IV: 53A: MAITI 


Oak tree in the Golan Heights 


BACKGROUND 
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Similarly, one may eat olives until the final olives have ceased on the trees 
in Tekoa. Rabbi Eliezer says: One may eat olives until the final olives have 
ceased on the trees in Gush Halav.® At what point is the fruit considered to 
have ceased? At the point that a poor person will go out to search for fruit 
and find, neither in the tree's branches nor in the proximity of its trunk, a 
quarter-kav of olives that have fallen. One may eat dried figs until the unripe 
figs of Beit Hini have ceased. 


Rabbi Yehuda said: The unripe figs of Beit Hini were mentioned only with 
regard to tithes, not with regard to the Sabbatical Year. As we learned in a 
mishna: The unripe figs of Beit Hini and the dates of Tovyana, both of 
which never completely ripen but are nonetheless edible, one is obligated to 
tithe them. 


We learned in the mishna: One may eat dates in all of Judea until the last 
palm tree in Tzoar has ceased producing dates. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 
says: One may continue eating dates based on those between the palm 
branches; but one may not continue eating on the basis of those between 
the thorn branches. 


And the Gemara raises a contradiction from that which was taught in a dif- 
ferent baraita: One may eat from the grapes until Passover; from the olives, 
until the festival of Assembly, i.e., Shavuot; from the dried figs, until Hanuk- 
kah; and from the dates, until Purim. And Rav Beivai said: Rabbi Yohanan 

transposes the last two. According to his version of the baraita, one may eat 
dried figs until Purim and dates until Hanukkah. This is inconsistent with 

the previous statement that dates may be eaten until those in Tzoar have 

ceased. The Gemara resolves this contradiction: Both this time and that time 

are one period. The first Sage designated the deadline in terms of the place 

where dates grow, and Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel designated the deadline 

in terms of the dates. And if you wish, say instead that it is taught explicitly: 
And if there are fruits elsewhere later than those, one may continue eating 

on their basis. This indicates that the places and the times mentioned are 

merely indicators, but that the prohibition depends on actual conditions in 

the field. 


The Gemara continues: It was taught in a baraita that Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel says: A good sign for mountains is that gallnut oaks,“* used in the 
preparation of ink, grow there. A good sign for valleys is palm trees. A good 
sign for streams is reeds. A good sign for the plain is a sycamore tree. And 
although there is no proof for these indicators, there is an allusion to the 
matter in the verse, as it is stated: “And the king made silver to be in Jeru- 
salem like stones, and he made cedars to be as the sycamore trees in the 
plain” (1 Kings 10:27). 


Oak galls 


Acorns 


Cross section of an oak gall with gall wasp larvae 
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The Gemara elaborates on this baraita: A good sign for mountains 
is gallnut oaks, a good sign for valleys is palm trees. What purpose 
is served by these signs?" The practical difference of these signs 
pertains to the halakha of first fruits.’ As we learned in a mishna: 
One may bring first fruits only from the seven species™ and only 
from the highest quality fruit. Therefore, one may not bring first 
fruits from palm trees that grow in the mountains. Since the 
mountains are not a suitable location for palm trees, the dates grown 
there are inferior. Similarly, one does not bring first fruits from 
produce, i.e., from wheat and barley, that grow in the valleys, be- 
cause mountain fruits do not grow there properly. 


A good sign for streams is reeds. The case where this sign makes a 
practical halakhic difference is with regard to the rough dried-up 
stream mentioned in the Torah. When a corpse is found between 
two towns and the murderer cannot be identified, the Torah states 
that a calf’s neck is broken in a rough stream. The baraita teaches 
that growing reeds identify the spot as a stream. A good sign for the 
plain is a sycamore tree. The Gemara explains that the case where 
this sign makes a practical difference is with regard to buying and 
selling. If one stipulates that he is buying land in the plains, it is 
defined as an area where sycamore trees grow. The Gemara notes: 
Now that you have arrived at this practical halakhic difference with 
regard to assessing the quality of land for the purpose of transac- 
tions, all the signs can be understood as pertaining to buying and 
selling as well, to identify valleys and mountainous regions. 


MI S H N A Apropos different local customs discussed in 

the first mishna in this chapter, this mishna 
discusses various halakhot with regard to which there are different 
customs. In a place where the people were accustomed to sell 
small livestock to gentiles, one may sell them. In a place where 
the people were not accustomed to sell them due to certain con- 
cerns and decrees, one may not sell them. However, in every place, 
one may sell to gentiles neither large livestock," e.g., cows and 
camels, nor calves or foals," whether these animals are whole 
or damaged. The Sages prohibited those sales due to the concern 
lest the transaction be voided or one side reconsider, creating 
retroactively a situation where a Jew’s animal performed labor for 
the gentile on Shabbat in violation of an explicit Torah prohibition. 
Rabbi Yehuda permits the sale of a damaged animal because 
it is incapable of performing labor. Ben Beteira permits the sale 
of a horse" for riding, because riding a horse on Shabbat is not 
prohibited by Torah law. 


The mishna cites another custom related to Passover. In a place 
where people were accustomed to eat roasted meat" on Passover 
evenings," outside of Jerusalem or after the Temple was destroyed, 
one may eat it. In a place where people were accustomed not to 
eat outside Jerusalem, one may not eat it. 


NOTES 

What purpose is served by these signs — D321 7172 ow: 
The commentaries explain that these signs are meant to 
distinguish between the three different areas within each of 
the three regions of Judea, the Galilee, and Transjordan. The 
attempt to provide additional explanations is according to 
those authorities who claim that the three areas exist only 
in Judea (Tosefot Rid). 


First fruits - Dna: The first fruits of the new harvest were 
given to the priests (Deuteronomy 26:1-11). When the Tem- 
ple stood, a farmer would select the first fruits of the seven 
types of fruit with which Eretz Yisrael is specially favored 
(Deuteronomy 8:8). By rabbinic decree, at least one-sixtieth 
of the harvest was to be brought as first fruits. The farmer 
would bring these fruits to the Temple in a basket, place 
them before the altar, and recite prayers of appreciation to 
God. Afterward, the fruit was given to the priests and eaten 
under the same provisions that govern teruma. The first fruits 
were brought to the Temple between the festivals of Shavuot 
and Sukkot. If they were not brought within this period, an 
extension was granted until Hanukkah. An entire tractate, 
Bikkurim, is devoted to the laws and practices governing 
his mitzva. 


First fruits only from the seven species - nyawa oda 
wma : This halakha is derived from the verse: “And you shall 
ake of the first of all the fruit of the ground” (Deuteronomy 
26:2). Since the word first is used in relation to the land, the 
first fruits are brought only from the seven species for which 
Eretz Yisrael is praised (Menahot 84b). 


Selling small livestock - np mana NYIN: Several reasons 
are provided as to why this sale is prohibited. According 
o one opinion in the Gemara, gentiles might engage in 
bestiality, and one is prohibited from assisting them in per- 
orming that prohibited act. Assistance of that kind violates 
he prohibition: “Nor put a stumbling-block before the blind” 
(Leviticus 19:14). In the Jerusalem Talmud, it is taught that 
he sale would exempt the animal from several mitzvot, 
including the giving of the first shearing, the first born, and 
priestly gifts. Other commentaries explain that the concern 
is that the animals will be sacrificed to idolatry (Rav Natan, 
Av HaYeshiva; see Rashi). 


Selling a horse — Dip MVM: Selling a horse to a gentile is 
permitted, because horses do not perform labor prohibited 
by Torah law. It is the Sages who issued a decree to prohibit 
riding a horse on Shabbat, lest one come to use horses that 
are used exclusively for carrying a burden (Tosafot). 


A place where people were accustomed to eat roasted 
meat — by bigh amaw Dipa: The custom to eat roasted 
meat is in commemoration of the Paschal lamb (Nimmukei 
Yosef). 


HALAKHA 


From what are first fruits brought — o 1153 PWI man: 
First fruits are brought only from the seven species for 
which the Land of Israel is praised. However, first fruits may 
not be brought from dates grown in the mountains or from 
fruit grown in the valley that are of inferior quality. Even if 
one brings those fruits to Jerusalem as first fruits, they do 
not become consecrated (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot 
Bikkurim 2:2-3). 


Selling large livestock to gentiles — oid TD Taya nyo: 


The Sages prohibit selling large animals to gentiles due 
to the concern that a Jew's animal might perform labor on 


Shabbat. It is permitted to sell the animal through an inter- 
mediary, since the concern with regard to desecrating Shab- 
bat no longer exists. A large animal that has been set aside 
for slaughter may be sold, but the seller must stipulate that 
the gentile slaughter it immediately. This halakha is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in his dispute 
with Rabbi Meir (Maggid Mishne). One may sell a horse, in 
accordance with the ruling of ben Beteira (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 151:4). 


Selling small livestock — np mana NY: The matter of selling 
small animals, which do not perform labor, to gentiles, depends 


on local custom. If there is a custom to sell them it is permit- 
ted; otherwise it is prohibited (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 151:4). 


Eating roasted meat on Passover evenings — ba by nox 
mnbs: In a place where people are accustomed to eat Toasted 
meat on the first night of Passover, they may observe their 
custom. However, if the custom is to refrain from doing so, one 
may not eat roasted meat prepared on the first night of Pass- 
over. It is the Ashkenazic custom to refrain from eating roasted 
meat, and some authorities prohibit even roasted chicken. All 
authorities agree that eating roasted goat to commemorate the 
Paschal lamb is prohibited (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 476:1). 
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HALAKHA =—WW¥_—____- 
This meat is for Passover — KYT nos m Wa: One should not say: 
This meat is for Passover, lest he appear to be consecrating the animal 
as the Paschal lamb. One may also not say that statement about 
animals unsuited for the Paschal offering, lest it sound as though he 
consecrated them and is benefitting from Temple property. However, 
one may say: This wheat is for Passover, because it is obvious that the 
speaker intends to prevent the wheat from becoming leavened. If 
one made a statement about a goat or a ram even on the day before 
Passover, the animal may be eaten after the fact (Taz; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 469:1). 


LANGUAGE 
Theodosius [Todos] - bitin: Apparently an abridged version of 
the Greek name Theodoros. The Hebrew equivalent of this name is 
Matityahu, meaning gift of God. 


Roasted [mekulas] — opn: Some commentaries say that the origin 
of this word is the Latin word galea, meaning helmet or headgear 
used during war. Others say it is derived from the Greek word, k@vog, 
konos, referring to the cone of the helmet. 


NOTES 


Instituted the custom for the Roman Jews — 17°22 ny X717: Some 
commentaries explain that the Sages sought to excommunicate 
Theodosius because he instructed the Jews in Rome, who were not 
Torah scholars, to do so. Due to their ignorance, they were liable to 
err. Several Rabbis ruled that it is permitted to roast a kid whole on 
Passover (Beitza 22b; Maharam Halawa). 
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G E M A Rav Yehuda said that Rav said that it is 

prohibited for a person to sayin modern 
times: This meat is for Passover,” due to the fact that one ap- 
pears to be consecrating his animal as his Paschal lamb, and he 
thereby eats consecrated items outside the permitted area. Rav 
Pappa said: This prohibition against saying: This is for Passover, 
applies specifically to meat, which is similar to consecrated meat; 
however, with regard to wheat, no, it does not apply. In that case, 
itis clear that one is saying that the flour be watched for Passover. 


The Gemara asks: And with regard to meat is that not the case? Is 

it really prohibited to say that meat is for Passover? The Gemara 

raises an objection. Rabbi Yosei said: Theodosius [Todos]! of 
Rome, leader of the Jewish community there, instituted the cus- 
tom for the Roman Jews" to eat kids roasted [mekulas ] whole 

with their entrails over their heads on the evenings of Passover, 
as was the custom in the Temple. The Sages sent a message to him: 
If you were not Theodosius, an important person, we would have 

decreed ostracism upon you, as it appears as if you are feeding 

Israel consecrated food, which may be eaten only in and around 

the Temple itself, outside the permitted area. The Gemara asks 

about the terminology used here: Could it enter your mind that 
this meat was actually consecrated meat? That was certainly not 
the case. Rather, say instead: 


Doing so is akin to feeding Jews consecrated meat outside the 
permitted area, as due to its resemblance to the Paschal lamb it 
could be misleading. The Gemara analyzes this statement: A goat 
roasted whole, yes, it is prohibited; a goat not roasted whole, no, 
itis not prohibited. This contradicts Rav, who prohibited roasting 
even ordinary meat. The Sages say that this is the distinction: With 
regard to a goat roasted whole, there is no difference if one said 
it is for Passover, and there is no difference if one did not say it 
is for Passover. In either case, it looks like a sacrifice and it is pro- 
hibited. With regard to a goat not roasted whole, if one specified 
that it is for Passover, yes, it is prohibited because it appears that 
he is consecrating it as a sacrifice. However, if one did not specify 
that it is for Passover, no, it is not prohibited, as there is no need 
for concern. 


Rav Aha teaches this baraita about Theodosius in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. Rav Sheshet strongly ob- 
jected to this: Granted, according to the one who learns it in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, it works out well. 
However, according to the one who teaches it in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, does it work out well? Didn't 
we learn in a mishna about a dispute with regard to one who 
consecrated an item for a purpose for which it was unsuited, e.g., 
a case where one sought to bring a meal-offering of barley, al- 
though meal-offerings may be brought only from wheat? In that 
case, the Rabbis say he is required to bring a meal-offering of 
wheat because in the first part of his statement he vowed to bring 
a meal-offering. 


Rabbi Shimon exempts him from any obligation, as in his opin- 
ion, he did not donate in the manner typical of donors. In other 
words, Rabbi Shimon relates to the statement: A meal-offering of 
barley, as a single entity. Since no meal-offering of that kind exists, 
one is not required to bring an offering at all. Similarly, with regard 
to Passover, since one can consecrate only a living animal as a 
sacrifice and cannot consecrate meat as a sacrifice, if one declares: 
This meat is for Passover, it is in no way similar to consecrating an 
animal, and the meat has no sanctity. 
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Ravina said to Rav Ashi: And according to the one who teaches 
it in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, does it work out 
well? Didn’t Rava say: With regard to a meal-offering of barley, 
Rabbi Shimon stated his opinion in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei, who said: A person is also held accountable for 
the conclusion of his statement. The Sages disagreed with regard 
to the halakhot of consecration in a case where one consecrates an 
animal for two objectives in the same statement, e.g., as both a 
burnt-offering and a peace-offering. According to Rabbi Meir, one 
is held accountable for the beginning of his statement. Since he 
mentioned the burnt-offering first, the animal assumes the status of 
a burnt-offering. However, Rabbi Yosei says that the one’s entire 
statement is significant, and that the animal is consecrated for two 
sacrifices. The owner must wait until the animal becomes blemished, 
redeem it, and use the money to purchase a burnt-offering and a 
peace-offering. Rabbi Shimon holds in accordance with Rabbi Yo- 
sei’s opinion concerning a barley meal-offering. He maintains that 
one is held accountable not only for his first expression, i.e., that it 
is a meal-offering, but also for his second expression, i.e., that it is 
of barley. In that case, the second part of his statement negates the 
first part. 


What, is it not concluded from the fact that Rabbi Shimon holds 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, Rabbi Yosei also 
holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, that if one 
did not donate in the manner typical of donors, his act is meaning- 
less? If that is the case, then any difficulty for the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon would be similarly difficult for the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. 
The Gemara rejects this: No, although Rabbi Shimon holds in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, Rabbi Yosei does not 
hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages with regard to the above 
incident. Was Theodosius of Rome a great man" in terms of his 
Torah scholarship, and the Sages refrained from ostracizing him in 
deference to the Torah that he studied? Or, was he a violent man 
who could not be punished due to his local influence? 


Come and hear: This was also taught by Theodosius of Rome: 
What did Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah see that led them 
to deliver themselves to the fiery furnace for sanctification of 
the name of God" during the rule of Nebuchadnezzar rather than 
worship idols under duress? 


They drew an a fortiori inference on their own from the plague of 
frogs in Egypt. With regard to frogs, which are not commanded 
concerning the sanctification of the name of God, it is written: 


“And the river shall swarm with frogs, which shall go up and come 


into your house, and into your bedchamber, and onto your bed, 
and into the houses of your servants, and upon your people, and 

into their ovens and kneading bowls” (Exodus 7:28). When are 

kneading bowls found near the oven? You must say that it is when 

the oven is hot. Ifin fulfilling the command to harass the Egyptians, 
the frogs entered burning ovens, all the more so, we, who are com- 
manded concerning the sanctification of the name of God, should 

deliver ourselves to be killed in the fiery furnace for that purpose. 
Apparently, Theodosius taught Torah in public, which indicates that 
he was a great man. 


Rabbi Yosei bar Avin said: Theodosius was one who cast the prof- 
its from merchandise" into the purse of Torah scholars. He would 

lend them money and enter into partnership with them so they 

could open businesses, and that is praiseworthy, as Rabbi Yohanan 

said: Anyone who casts merchandise into the purse of Torah 

scholars is rewarded and sits in the heavenly academy, as it is 

stated: “For in the shadow of wisdom, is the shadow of money” 
(Ecclesiastes 7:12). One who provides Torah scholars with money 
will merit being with them in the shadow of wisdom. 


NOTES 


A great man - 131 8733: If Theodosius is a great man, 
the conclusion drawn is that a great man may not be 
ostracized; he is only admonished (Hatam Sofer). 


What did they see that led them to deliver them- 
selves to the fiery furnace for sanctification of the 
name of God - nwa nwitp by PASY NN NDA INI TA: 

The early commentaries explain that the halakha is 
hat one must give his life rather than worship idolatry. 
any commentaries reject Rashi’s interpretation that 
he question is why did they eschew the principle: You 
shall live by the mitzvot of the Torah and not die in 
heir fulfillment. Tosafot explain Rashi's interpretation: 
The three men had the ability to escape and to refrain 
rom idol worship without giving their lives. Support 
or this explanation is found in the Midrash Hazit (Ra- 
shash). Another possibility is that the episode involved 
a monument constructed in honor of the king and not 
actual idol worship. Other authorities explain that the 
question in this context is why they spoke so harshly 
to Nebuchadnezzar when they could have addressed 

him more respectfully. Alternatively, they should have 
killed themselves earlier to avoid being forced to wor- 
ship idolatry, as did King Saul, in other circumstances. 
An alternate opinion is that the Gemara is questioning 

how these three men were so certain that they would 

be miraculously rescued from the fire. According to this 
opinion, they derived from the frogs that they would 

be rescued. When the Torah states that the frogs died, 
those which jumped into the ovens are omitted. There- 
fore, it can be assumed that these frogs were spared 

due to their willingness to give their lives (Maharam 

Halawa). 


He...cast merchandise — wba bran: There are different 
levels in giving charity, including giving money to the 
outstretched hand of a beggar, giving money privately, 
and others. The highest level of charity is providing 
money to the poor through a business partnership so 
that the individual can earn a living on his own. In this 
way, he eventually will be able to care for himself and 
thereby retain his self-respect. 
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HALAKHA 
Kindling a lamp for Yom Kippur — 15373 Dt 72 npo: 
Where it is customary to kindle a lamp for Yom Kippur, one 


should follow this custom (Jerusalem Talmud). However, 


one should not kindle a lamp in a locale where it is not 


customary to do so. Some recite a blessing over this lamp, 


and that is the accepted custom (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 61011). 


In synagogues - nip N33: Lamps should be lit every- 
where for Yom Kippur, including in synagogues, study halls, 


near the sick, and in dark alleyways (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 610:3). 


Yom Kippur that occurs on Shabbat — nw Dna of 
nawa nih: When Yom Kippur occurs on Shabbat, one 
kindles a lampi in deference to Shabbat, even if he lives in 
a place where the custom is not to kindle a lamp for Yom 
Kippur (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 610:1). 


NOTES 
One kindles in synagogues - nip n23 ppm: Since 


the mishna does not use the expression: And in every place, 


as in the previous mishna, this is apparently not a mitzva 
but rather a voluntary practice. This practice is permitted 
even in places where it is not customary for people to kindle 
lamps in their homes (Melekhet Shlomo). 


Rabbi Abba and Rabba bar bar Hana -3232 731) 82X 937 
Man: It is possible that the mistake occurred in the following 
manner: The halakha that a blessing is recited over fire only 
on Shabbat was transmitted in the name of Rabbi Yohanan. 
Rabbi Abba thought that this referred to the conclusion of 


ion of the statement of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, who said 
hat one kindles the lamp before Shabbat (Rabbi Elazar 

oshe Horowitz). Some commentaries explain that it was 
Rabba bar bar Hana who said this, because that is what he 
understood from Rabbi Yohanan. He thought that it is not 
possible to recite a blessing over fire after Yom Kippur since 
no fire burned during Yom Kippur, as one kindles a lamp 
only before Shabbat. Ulla maintained that one could recite 
a blessing on fire that was burning in the synagogue, and 
in that way one could recite a blessing after Yom Kippur as 
well (Maharam Halawa). 


PERSONALITIES 


Ulla- shy: Ulla bar Yishmael was an amora and one of the 
most important emissaries from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia. 
Ulla was one of Rabbi Yohanan’s students who regularly 
brought the Torah of Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia. He would 
hen return to Eretz Yisrael and transmit the innovations of 
he Babylonian Sages. Ulla journeyed often and traveled 
rom place to place to teach Torah. The Babylonian Sages 
held him in high regard and treated him with great respect. 
Rav Hisda referred to him as: Our teacher who comes from 
Eretz Yisrael, and Rav Yehuda sent his son to Ulla to learn 
practical halakha. In the Jerusalem Talmud, he is usually 
referred to as Ulla bar Yishmael or Ulla the descender, as one 
who leaves Eretz Yisrael is considered to have descended 
o another country. Many halakhot are cited in his name, 
and numerous Sages of the succeeding generation were 
his students. The amora Rabba bar Ulla may have been his 
son, but nothing is known of his private life. He died during 
one of his journeys to Babylonia and was brought back to 
Eretz Yisrael for burial. 
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MI SHN The mishna discusses additional dif- 

ferences between local customs. In a 
place where people were accustomed to kindle a lamp in 
the house on Yom Kippur evenings, one kindles it. In a 
place where people were accustomed not to kindle a lamp, 
one does not kindle it." However, even in a place where the 
custom is not to kindle lamps in houses, one kindles in 
synagogues" and study halls, in deference to these places. 
Similarly, lamps should be kindled in dark alleyways, so 
people will not be hurt, and next to the sick. 


G E M ARA It was taught in the Tosefta: Both in 


a place where the Sages said to kin- 
dle andin a place where they said not to kindle, they both 
intended to achieve the same objective, i.e., to distance 
people from sin, as conjugal relations are prohibited on Yom 
Kippur. Those who said that one kindles a lamp believe that 
because people do not engage in relations while a lamp is lit, 
the lamp will discourage intimacy. Those who maintain the 
opposite believe that spouses who are unable to see each 
other will not be tempted to engage in conjugal relations, and 
therefore it is preferable not to have a lamp lit on Yom Kippur. 
Rav Yehoshua said that Rava taught: “Your people are all 
righteous, they shall inherit the land forever; the branch 
of My planting, the work of My hands, in which I glory” (Isa- 
iah 60:21). Both in a place where the Sages said to kindle 
andin a place where they said not to kindle, they intended 
only to achieve the same objective, fulfilling a mitzva. Even 
though different places have different customs, the Jewish 
people all aspire to sanctity. 


On the topic of kindling a lamp for Yom Kippur, the Gemara 
discusses a related point. Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: 
One should recite the blessing over fire: Who creates the 
lights of fire, only at the conclusion of Shabbat, since the 
conclusion of Shabbat is the time of its original creation. A 
certain Elder said to him, and some say it was Rabba bar 
bar Hana who said: That is correct; and so said Rabbi 
Yohanan. The Gemara relates: Ulla’ was riding on a donkey 
and going along, and Rabbi Abba was going along on his 
right and Rabba bar bar Hana on his left." Rabbi Abba 
said to Ulla: Is it true that you said in the name of Rabbi 
Yohanan that one recites the blessing over fire only at the 
conclusion of Shabbat, not at the conclusion of Yom Kippur 
since the time of its original creation is the conclusion of 
Shabbat? 


Since Ulla never transmitted that statement, he understood 

that it must have been Rabba bar bar Hana who heard it from 

Rabbi Yohanan and transmitted it when he came from Eretz 

Yisrael. Ulla turned around and looked angrily at Rabba 

bar bar Hana for misquoting Rabbi Yohanan. Still, Ulla said 

nothing. However, Rabba bar bar Hana understood what had 

happened and said to him: I did not say anything about that 

matter; rather, what I said was about that which the reciter 
of the tannaitic literature taught in a baraita before Rabbi 

Yohanan in which Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: With 

regard to Yom Kippur that occurs on Shabbat," even in a 

place where they said not to kindle a lamp on Yom Kippur, 
one kindles in deference to Shabbat. Rabbi Yohanan an- 
swered after him and completed the statement: And the 

Rabbis prohibit kindling a lamp even when Yom Kippur 
occurs on Shabbat. Ulla said to Rabbi Abba: Let it be that 
Rabbi Yohanan indeed made this statement. 


Rav Yosef read the following verse about this event: “Coun- 
sel in the heart of man is like deep water; 
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but a man of understanding will draw it out” (Proverbs 20:5). 
“Counselin the heart of man is like deep water”; that is a reference 
to Ulla, who had a thought but did not articulate it. “But a man of 
understanding will draw it out”; that is a reference to Rabba bar 
bar Hana, who understood the allusion even though it was not ar- 
ticulated. The Gemara asks: And in accordance with whose opin- 
ion do Ulla and Rabba bar bar Hana hold, leading them to reject 
Rabbi Abba’s statement of Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion? The Gemara 
answers: They hold in accordance with that which Rabbi Bin- 
yamin bar Yefet said that Rabbi Yohanan said: One recites the 
blessing over fire" both at the conclusion of Shabbat and at the 
conclusion of Yom Kippur. And that is how the people act." 


The Gemara raises an objection from that which was previously 
taught: One recites a blessing over fire only at the conclusion of 
Shabbat and not at the conclusion of Festivals or Yom Kippur, since 
the conclusion of Shabbat is the time of its original creation. And 
once he sees it, he recites the blessing immediately. Rabbi Ye- 
huda says: One does not recite the blessing immediately; rather, he 
waits and arranges and recites the blessings over fire and spices over 
the cup of wine that accompanies the recitation of havdala. And 
Rabbi Yohanan said: The halakha is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehuda. How does Rabbi Yohanan explain the baraita? 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. Here, where Rabbi 
Yohanan said that one recites the blessing at the conclusion of Yom 
Kippur, it is referring to fire that rested on Yom Kippur, i.e., fire for 
which no prohibition was involved in its kindling, either because it 
was kindled before Yom Kippur or because it was kindled in a per- 
mitted manner, e.g., for a dangerously ill person. There, where 
Rabbi Yohanan said that the blessing is recited only at the conclu- 
sion of Shabbat, it is referring to fire generated from wood and 
from stones after Shabbat, similar to the primordial fire, which was 
created at the conclusion of Shabbat. 


It was taught in one baraita: With regard to fire generated from 
wood and stones, one recites a blessing over it; and it was taught 
in one other baraita: One does not recite a blessing over it. This 
apparent contradiction is not difficult. Here, where the baraita 
states that one recites a blessing, it is referring to the conclusion of 
Shabbat." There, where the baraita states that one does not recite 
a blessing, it is referring to the conclusion of Yom Kippur." 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi would distribute the blessings over the fire 
and the spices, reciting each when the opportunity arose. Rabbi 
Hiyya would collect them, reciting all the blessings at the same 
time in the framework of havdala. Rabbi Yitzhak bar Avdimi said: 
Even though Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi distributes them and recites 
each blessing at his first opportunity, he repeats the blessings and 
arranges and recites them over the cup of wine in order to dis- 
charge the obligation of his children and the members of his 
household. 


The Gemara stated that fire was originally created at the conclusion 

of Shabbat. The Gemara asks: Was fire created at the conclusion 

of Shabbat? Wasn't it taught in a baraita: Ten miraculous phenom- 
ena were created in heaven on Shabbat eve" during twilight, and 

were revealed in the world only later? They were: Miriam’s well, and 

the manna that fell in the desert, and the rainbow, writing [ketav], 
and the mikhtav," and the tablets of the Ten Commandments, and 

the grave of Moses," and the cave in which Moses and Elijah 

stood, the opening of the mouth of Balaam’s donkey, and the 

opening of the earth’s mouth to swallow the wicked in the inci- 
dent involving Korah. 


NOTES 


Blessing over fire — 11% NDIA: Some commentaries explain 
that the blessing over fire is unlike other blessings of enjoy- 
ment, since it is not recited each time one sees fire. Rather, it 
is a blessing of praise for the existence of fire, similar to the 
blessings recited by one who sees the sea or the mountains. 
This blessing is recited at the conclusion of Shabbat, for two 
reasons: First, because fire was created at that time, and sec- 
ond, because the fire rested, so to speak, as no benefit was 
derived from it during Shabbat (Ritva). 


Phenomena that were created on Shabbat eve - 0°37 
Naw Iwa 8723: Since the Bible states that “There is noth- 

ing new under the sun’ " (Ecclesiastes 1:9), these miraculous 
phenomena, which deviate from the natural order, must have 
been prearranged as part of Creation. Therefore, they are not 
actually new; they are simply a later manifestation of the origi- 
nal Creation (Pardes Rimonim; Maharsha). These phenomena 

are listed because the verb create is not used when describ- 
ing them. They must have actually been created to exist in 

potential until that potential was realized (Maharam Halawa). 


Writing [ketav] and the mikhtav - 3531) Ans: This concept 
is explained in many different ways. Some commentaries 
explain that ketav refers to the written alphabet used by each 
nation in their language, while mikhtav refers to the Assyr- 
ian alphabet used on the tablets given to Moses (Rashash). 
Other commentaries state that ketav refers to standard script, 
while mikhtav refers to the miraculous script that appeared on 
the tablets, which could be read from all four sides (geonim; 
Rabbeinu Hananel; Arukh). Still other commentaries under- 
stand that ketav refers to the letters of the alphabet, whereas 
mikhtav refers to combining these letters into words (Rab- 
beinu Hananel). Others explain that ketav refers to the natural 
ability to express oneself in writing, while mikhtav refers to 
the shapes of the letters (Rav Sherira Gaon). Rabbi Ovadya 
Bartenura teaches that ketav refers to the miraculous writing 
on the tablets, and mikhtav refers to the letter sent by Elijah to 
King Jehoram, which was also miraculous because the letter 
reached him years after Elijah had ascended to the heavens. 


The grave of Moses - ngn bw fap: The miracle associated 
with the burial of Moses is that no one knows the location 
of his grave, as the verse states: “No man knows of his grave” 
(Deuteronomy 34:6; Pardes Rimonim). 


HALAKHA 


When does one recite a blessing over fire - by DI 0 
VN: The blessing over fire is recited both at the conclusion 
of Shabbat and the conclusion of Yom Kippur, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 624:4). 


Fire at the conclusion of Shabbat - naw *xxina 1x: The 
blessing over fire recited at the conclusion of Shabbat may be 
recited over any fire, provided it was not used for prohibited 
activities. One may even use fire that was kindled after Shab- 
bat. If one does not have a fire, he need not exert effort to find 
one (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 298:5, 8). 


Fire at the conclusion of Yom Kippur - DY ‘xia TK 
Dna: After Yom Kippur one may recite the blessing only 
over fire that was burning throughout Yom Kippur. One may 
not recite the blessing over fire kindled after Yom Kippur. The 
Rashba, citing the Ra’avad, and the Maggid Mishne state that 
one should make a concerted effort to find fire after Yom 
Kippur on which to recite the blessing, to underscore the fact 
that Yom Kippur has greater sanctity than the three pilgrimage 
Festivals, as on Yom Kippur kindling fire is prohibited (Magen 
Avraham; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 298:5, 8). 
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NOTES 


Phenomena that were created before the 
world was created - otip Kyaw O37 
obiya x1: This statement means that 
God created these phenomena before He 
created the world, as without them the world 
either could not exist or its existence would 
not be justified. Torah, repentance, the Throne 
of Glory, and the Temple all enable man to 
know God and serve Him, which is the ulti- 
mate purpose of Creation. The Garden of Eden 
and Gehenna represent the concept of reward 
and punishment. The name of the Messiah re- 
lates to hope and anticipation of the ultimate 
redemption. As these foundational ideas were 
essential to the world, it was necessary for 
them to precede Creation (Midrash Shlomo). 
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Rabbi Nehemya said in the name of his father: Even the fire and the 
mule, which is a product of crossbreeding, were created at that time. 
Rabbi Yoshiya said in the name of his father: Even the ram slaugh- 
tered by Abraham in place of Isaac, and the shamir worm used to shape 
the stones for the altar, were created at that time. Rabbi Yehuda says: 
Even the tongs were created at this time. He would say: Tongs can be 
fashioned only with other tongs, but who fashioned the first tongs? 
Indeed, the first pair of tongs was fashioned at the hand of Heaven. An 
anonymous questioner said to him: It is possible to fashion tongs with 
a mold and align it without the need for other tongs. Indeed, the first 
tongs were a creation of man. In any event, fire was originally created 
before Shabbat, not at the conclusion of Shabbat. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This baraita is referring to 
our fire, and that baraita is referring to the fire of Gehenna. The Ge- 
mara explains: Our fire was created at the conclusion of Shabbat, but 
the fire of Gehenna was created on Shabbat eve. The Gemara proceeds 
to ask: Was the fire of Gehenna created on Shabbat eve? Wasn't it 
taught in a baraita: Seven phenomena were created before the world 
was created," and they are: Torah, and repentance, and the Garden 
of Eden, and Gehenna, and the Throne of Glory, and the Temple, and 
the name of Messiah. 


The Gemara provides sources for the notion that each of these phenom- 
ena was created before the world was Torah was created before the 

world was created, as it is written: “The Lord made me as the begin- 
ning of His way, the first of His works of old” (Proverbs 8:22), which, 
based on the subsequent verses, is referring to the Torah. Repentance 

was created before the world was created, as it is written: “Before the 

mountains were brought forth, or ever You had formed the earth and 

the world, even from everlasting to everlasting, You are God,” and it is 

written immediately afterward: “You return man to contrition; and 

You say: Repent, children of man” (Psalms 90:2-3). 


The Garden of Eden was created before the world was created, as it is 

written: “And God planted the Garden of Eden in the east [mikedem]” 
(Genesis 2:8). The term: In the east [mikedem] is interpreted in the 

sense of: Before [mikodem], i.e., before the world was created. Ge- 
henna was created before the world was created, as it is written: “For 

its hearth is ordained of old” (Isaiah 30:33). The hearth, i.e., Gehenna, 
was created before the world was created. 


The Throne of Glory and the Temple were created before the world 
was created, as it is written: “Your Throne of Glory on high from the 
beginning, in the place of our Sanctuary” (Jeremiah 17:12). The name 
of Messiah was created before the world was created, as it is written in 
the chapter discussing the Messiah: “May his name endure forever; 
his name existed before the sun” (Psalms 72:17). The name of Messiah 
already existed before the creation of the sun and the rest of the world. 
This baraita states that Gehenna was created before the world was cre- 
ated and not during twilight before the first Shabbat. 


They say in answer: The void of Gehenna was created before the world, 
but its fire was created on Shabbat eve. 


The Gemara asks: And was its fire created on Shabbat eve? Wasn't it 

taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei says: The fire that the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, created on the second day of the week will never be 

extinguished, as it is stated: “And they shall go forth, and look upon 

the carcasses of the men who have rebelled against Me; for their 

worm shall not die, nor will their fire be extinguished; and they shall 

be an abhorrence to all flesh” (Isaiah 66:24)? And Rabbi Bana’a, son 

of Rabbi Ulla, said: Why doesn’t the verse state: That it was good, at 
the end of the second day of the week of Creation, as it does on the 

other days? It is because on that day the fire of Gehenna was created. 
And Rabbi Elazar said that even though: That it was good, was not 

stated with regard to the creations of the second day, He later in- 
cluded it on the sixth day, as it is stated: “And God saw all that He 

had done and behold, it was very good” (Genesis 1:31). 
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Rather, the void of Gehenna was created before the world was created, 
and its fire was created only on the second day of the week. And the 
thought arose in God’s mind to create our fire on Shabbat eve; how- 
ever, it was not actually created until the conclusion of Shabbat, as it 
was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei says: The thoughts of two 
phenomena arose in God’s mind on Shabbat eve," but were not actu- 
ally created until the conclusion of Shabbat. At the conclusion of 
Shabbat, the Holy One, Blessed be He, granted Adam, the first man, 
creative knowledge similar to divine knowledge, and he brought two 
rocks and rubbed them against each other, and the first fire emerged 
from them. Adam also brought two animals, a female horse and a male 
donkey, and mated them with each other, and the resultant offspring 
that emerged from them was a mule. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 
disagrees and says that the first mule was in the days of Anah, as it is 
stated: “And these are the children of Zibeon: Aiah and Anah; this is 
Anah who found the mules in the wilderness, as he fed the donkeys 
of Zibeon his father” (Genesis 36:24). 


The interpreters of Torah symbolism [hamurot]" would say: Anah 

was the product of an incestuous relationship, and as a result he was 

spiritually unfit to produce offspring. Therefore, he brought an ex- 
ample of unfitness, i.e., an animal physically unfit to produce offspring, 
into the world, as it is stated: “These are the sons of Seir the Horite, 
the inhabitants of the land: Lotan, and Shoval, and Zibeon, and Anah” 
(Genesis 36:20). And it is also stated: “And these are the sons of Zi- 
beon: Aiah and Anah” (Genesis 36:24). One verse describes both Anah 

and Zibeon as sons of Seir, meaning that they are brothers, while the 

other verse describes Anah as Zibeon’s son. Rather, this teaches that 

Zibeon cohabited with his mother, the wife of Seir, and fathered Anah 

from her. He is called Seir’s son although in fact he was the offspring of 
Seir’s son and Seir’s wife. 


The Gemara asks: And perhaps there were two people named Anah, 
one the son of Zibeon and the other the son of Seir? Rava said: I will 
state a matter that even King Shapur did not state. And who is this 
King Shapur? This cannot be a reference to Shapur, king of Persia; 
rather, it must be an epithet for someone else. He is Shmuel, whose 
legal rulings were accepted by the public like the edicts of a king by his 
subjects. Some say a different version, that it was Rav Pappa who said: 
I will state a matter that even King Shapur did not state. And who is 
this King Shapur? He is Rava. The verse said: “This is Anah who found 
the mules,’ indicating that he is the same Anah mentioned initially in 
the earlier verse. 


The Sages taught: Ten phenomena were created on Shabbat eve dur- 
ing twilight, and they were: Miriam’s well, and manna, and the rain- 
bow, writing, and the writing instrument, and the tablets, the grave 

of Moses, and the cave in which Moses and Elijah stood, the opening 

of the mouth of Balaam’s donkey, and the opening of the mouth of 
the earth to swallow the wicked in the time of Korah. And some say 
that even Aaron’s staff was created then with its almonds and its blos- 
soms. Some say that even the demons were created at this time. And 

some say that even 


the garment of Adam, the first man," was created at this time, as it is 
stated: “And God made for Adam and his wife garments of skins and 
clothed them” (Genesis 3:21). 


NOTES 


The garment of Adam, the first man — jiwsx77 oT% by ina: Some ally a garment made of light, or spelled with an alef, and was therefore 


commentaries explain that this refers to Adam's covering of skin, in 


miraculous (Rashash). Furthermore, since God Himself fashioned 


Hebrew or spelled with an ayin. According to Rabbi Meir, it was actu- the garments for Adam and Eve, they were miraculous by definition. 


NOTES 


The thoughts of two phenomena arose in 
God's mind on Shabbat eve - by Daw 
nay awa mi) navn: These two items, 
fire and a mule, which Rabbi Yosei states were 
not created until the conclusion of Shabbat, 
are the same two items that Rabbi Nehemya 
eaches were created at twilight just before 
Shabbat. Nevertheless, these opinions are not 
in conflict, as the intention to create these 
hings existed prior to Shabbat, inasmuch as 
heir potential had already been created. The 
stones that sparked the first fire, as well as the 
animals from which the first mule was sired, 
were both already in existence. By making use 
of these materials, Adam succeeded in fulfilling 
God's original intention (Maharsha). 


The interpreters of Torah symbolism 
[hamurot] - DIIN wait: Some commen- 
taries explain that this expression is from an 
Arabic term meaning incident. According to 
that explanation, these people interpret matters 
homiletically, based on related incidents that 
transpired (Rav Sa‘adia Gaon). 
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NOTES 


The day of consolation — maman BY: Most later com- 
mentators explain that this refers to the day of conso- 
lation for the entire Jewish people, when the Jewish 
people will be redeemed (Maharsha; Yefe To'ar). 


Currency will circulate - x¥*w yavan: A variant 
reading of Rashi states: If this were not the case, how 
would the poor earn a living? This means that the 
poor have no work in the fields or the vineyards and 
they are able to earn a living only by engaging in 
business. 


In a place where people were accustomed to per- 
form labor - maxba niwy> amaw ipa: The purpose 
of the halakhot of the Ninth of Avis to create an expe- 
rience of mourning. Wearing leather shoes, engaging 
in intimacy, and studying Torah are prohibited for a 
mourner, and these are prohibited on the Ninth of 
Av as well. However, working on the Ninth of Av is 
not prohibited, even though work is prohibited for a 
mourner, because mourning the destruction of the 
Temple is not mourning for a recent loss (Melekhet 
Shlomo). 


The only communal fast in Babylonia — mya pg 
basa nay: There are several explanations of Shmu- 
els statement. According to Rashi, he is referring 
specifically to Babylonia, which receives most of its 
water from rivers and doesn’t need much rainfall. As 
a result, public fasts for rain were seldom declared 
there. The author of the Meiri adds that even though 
there are other countries where rain is needed, a 
communal fast day may be declared only in Eretz 
Yisrael, because all countries in the Diaspora have the 
same legal status as Babylonia. The Ra’avad explains 
hat this statement applies to all countries outside of 
Eretz Yisrael, because the generations after talmudic 
period are weak, and living in the Diaspora weakens 
hem further. Therefore, the stringencies of fasting 
rom twilight and not wearing leather shoes are not 
imposed upon them. The Ramban writes that a com- 
munity of Jews outside of Eretz Yisrael does not have 
he legal status of a community; rather, it is deemed a 
group of individuals. Therefore, communal fasts, with 
all of the associated stringencies, are not decreed for 
hat population. 


Determination of the first day of the new month - 
KITT Kap: Tosafot note that the custom is not 
o observe two days of Yom Kippur in the Diaspora, 
contrary to the custom with regard to the three pil- 
grimage Festivals. Some commentaries assert that 
when the New Moon was declared based on the 
testimony of witnesses who saw the moon first, two 
days of Yom Kippur were observed in places that the 
messengers from Jerusalem were unable to reach 
(Rav Ya'akov Emden). Other commentaries explain 
that this refers to a community that fasts on Yom 
Kippur and then discovers that Yom Kippur is actually 
the next day. In that case, they are required to fast 
the next day as well. However, if an error of that kind 
took place on the Ninth of Av, the community is not 
required to fast the next day (Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz). 


HALAKHA 


Labor on the Ninth of Av - axa aywna mon: 
The prohibition agains performing labor on the 
inth of Av, especially labor that may be postponed 
(Rema), depends on local custom. In certain places 
he custom is to prohibit labor, while in other places 
is not. It is customary for Torah scholars to refrain 
rom performing labor, and any person may conduct 
himself like a Torah scholar in this regard, as stated in 
e mishna by Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 554:22). 
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Apropos the list of items created during twilight, the Gemara cites that 
the Sages taught: Seven matters are concealed from people, and they 
are: The day of death; and the day of consolation‘ from one’s con- 
cerns; the profundity of justice, ascertaining the truth in certain dis- 
putes; and a person also does not know what is in the heart of an- 
other; and a person does not know in what way he will earn a profit; 
and one does not know when the monarchy of the house of David will 
be restored to Israel; and when the wicked Roman monarchy will 
cease to exist. 


The Sages taught on a similar note: The thoughts of three matters arose 

in God's mind to be created, and if they did not arise in His thoughts, 
by right they should have arisen in His thoughts, as they are fundamen- 
tal to the existence of the world. God created a world in which a corpse 

rots, so that it requires burial and the family does not continually suffer 
by seeing the corpse; that the deceased are forgotten from the heart, 
and the sense of pain and loss diminishes with time; and that grain will 

rot so that it cannot be hoarded forever, and therefore one must sell his 

produce. And some say: He instituted that currency will circulate" so 

that people will accept money as a method of payment. 


MI S HN A This mishna continues the previous discussion 


of customs. In a place where people were 
accustomed to perform labor" on the Ninth of Av," one performs 
labor. Ina place where people were accustomed not to perform labor, 
one does not perform labor. And in all places Torah scholars are idle 
and do not perform labor on the Ninth of Av, due to the mourning over 
the Temple’s destruction. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: With 
regard to the Ninth of Av, a person should always conduct himself as 
a Torah scholar and refrain from performing labor. 


G E M ARA Shmuel said: The only communal fast in Bab- 


ylonia" during which all the stringencies of a 
communal fast are observed is the Ninth of Av. The Gemara asks: Is 
that to say, based on the parallel he drew between them, that Shmuel 
holds that the Ninth of Avis as stringent as communal fast days, in that 
during twilight on the Ninth of Avall activities prohibited on the Ninth 
of Av are prohibited? But didn’t Shmuel say: During twilight of the 
Ninth of Av all activities prohibited on the Ninth of Av are permitted, 
and the Sages did not decree any prohibitions during this time? And if 
you say that Shmuel holds: With regard to every communal fast, dur- 
ing twilight those activities considered to be afflictions are permitted, 
didn’t we learn in a mishna with regard to a public fast day: One may 
eat and drink while it is still day? The Gemara analyzes this statement: 
What does the expression: While it is still day, come to exclude? What, 
isn’t it to exclude twilight of a communal fast day, when these activities 
are prohibited? The Gemara rejects this: No, it is to exclude the time 
after dark, when these afflictions are certainly in effect. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that this baraita supports Shmuel’s 
opinion: The only difference between the Ninth of Av and Yom Kip- 
pur is that with regard to this, Yom Kippur, its uncertainty is prohib- 
ited, as eating and drinking on Yom Kippur is prohibited by Torah law, 
whereas with regard to that, the Ninth of Av, its uncertainty is permit- 
ted, as the afflictions of the Ninth of Av are rabbinic decrees. 


The Gemara explains the support for Shmuel’s opinion: What is the 
meaning of the expression: With regard to that, the Ninth of Av, its 
uncertainty is permitted? Is it not referring to twilight, with regard to 
which there is uncertainty whether it is day or night? Apparently, it is 
permitted to eat during twilight on the Ninth of Av. The Gemara rejects 
this: No, it is as Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi, said in a different context: 
It is referring to uncertainty with regard to the determination of the 
first day of the new month," which would require observance of the 
Festival for two days. Here, too, the baraita is referring to uncertainty 
with regard to determination of the first day of the new month. Since 
the Ninth of Av is a fast of rabbinic origin, there is no requirement to 
observe two days. 
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Rava taught: Pregnant women and nursing women" fast and com- 
plete the fast on the Ninth of Av in the manner that they fast and 
complete the fast on Yom Kippur, and during twilight on the Ninth 
of Av" it is prohibited to eat or drink. And they likewise said so in 
the name of Rabbi Yohanan. The Gemara asks: And did Rabbi 
Yohanan actually say that? Didn't Rabbi Yohanan say: The Ninth of 
Av is not like a communal fast decreed to pray for rain? What, isn’t 
it referring to the matter of twilight? Apparently, Rabbi Yohanan 
holds that it is permitted to eat and drink during twilight on the Ninth 
of Av. The Gemara answers: No, it is referring to performing labor, 
which is prohibited on the Ninth of Av, in contrast to other fasts. 


The Gemara expresses surprise: It is referring to performing labor? 

We already learned explicitly in the mishna: In a place where people 

were accustomed to perform labor on the Ninth of Av, one per- 
forms labor; in a place where people were accustomed not to per- 
form labor, one does not perform labor. Apparently, the prohibition 

against performing labor on the Ninth of Av depends on local custom 

and is not an outright prohibition. And even Rabban Shimon ben 

Gamliel said only that one may conduct himself as a Torah scholar 
and refrain from performing labor because when one sits and does 

not perform labor, it does not appear as presumptuousness on his 

part. It does not create the impression that he actually considers 

himself a Torah scholar because others may simply think that he has 

no work to do. However, in terms of prohibiting the performance of 
labor, he does not prohibit performing labor on the Ninth of Av. 


Rather, what is the meaning of the expression: The Ninth of Avis not 
like a communal fast? It was stated with regard to the closing prayer. 
On a communal fast day there are four prayers, and on Yom Kippur 
there are five prayers, but on the Ninth of Av there are only three 
prayers, like an ordinary weekday. But didn’t Rabbi Yohanan say: If 
only a person would continue to pray throughout the entire day?" 
This indicates that according to Rabbi Yohanan, a person may recite 
additional prayers if he so chooses. 


The Gemara answers: There, on a communal fast day, it is a require- 
ment to recite four prayers; here, on the Ninth of Avy, reciting addi- 
tional prayers is optional according to Rabbi Yohanan. And if you 
wish, say instead: What is the meaning of the expression: The Ninth 
of Av is not like a communal fast? It is with regard to the twenty-four 
blessings that are recited on a communal fast, as six blessings were 
added to the eighteen blessings of the daily Amida prayer. On the 
Ninth of Av one recites only the standard eighteen blessings. 


Rav Pappa said: What is the meaning of the phrase: The Ninth of 
Avis not like a communal fast? It comes to teach a stringency. There 
are different types of communal fasts for rain. The first three fasts are 
the least stringent; the next three are more stringent; and the final 
seven fasts are the most stringent of all. The statement teaches that 
the Ninth of Av is not like the first fast days, which are more lenient 
in several respects; for example, they do not begin during twilight. 
Rather, itis like the final fast days, when eating and performing labor 
are prohibited during twilight. 


The Gemara raises an objection: Didn't we already learn that the only 
difference between the Ninth of Av and Yom Kippur is that with 
regard to this, Yom Kippur, its uncertainty is prohibited, because 
eating and drinking on Yom Kippur are prohibited by Torah law, 
whereas with regard to that, the Ninth of Av, its uncertainty is per- 
mitted? What is the meaning of the expression referring to the Ninth 
of Av: Its uncertainty is permitted? Is it not referring to its twilight, 
contrary to the statement of Rav Pappa? The Gemara rejects this. Rav 
Sheisha, son of Rav Idi, said in a different context: No. It is uncer- 
tainty with regard to the determination of the first day of the new 
month. There is no requirement to observe a second day of the Ninth 
of Av. By inference, with regard to all other matters this and that are 
equal. 


HALAKHA 

Pregnant women and nursing women - nipa ninay: 
Pregnant women and nursing women are required to 
complete the fast on the Ninth of Av just as they are on 
Yom Kippur, in accordance with the opinion of Rava. How- 
ever, if a pregnant or nursing woman is sick and needs to 
eat, she is required to do so, as is the case with any sick 
person (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 554:5). 


Twilight on the Ninth of Av — axa aywna niwnws pa: 
Twilight on the Ninth of Av is of the same legal status as 
the Ninth of Av itself. This is true with regard to both the 
twilight before the fast and the twilight after it, in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rava (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 553:2). 


NOTES 


If only a person would continue to pray throughout 
the entire day - thas ni7 bp Thim ons Sarpy oxi: Al- 
though Rabbi Yohanan made this statement with regard 
to one who is uncertain whether or not he prayed, the 
sentiment is certainly relevant on the Ninth of Av, when 
it is appropriate for one to recite supplications. Rabbi 
Yohanan would certainly agree that on the Ninth of Av, 
anyone who can supplement his prayers should do so 
(Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz). 
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HALAKHA 

A groom is exempt from reciting Shema — NNP 13 DN 
yaw: A man who marries a virgin is exempt from reciting She- 
ma for three days after the wedding if he has not yet consum- 
mated the marriage. Some authorities rule that one may not 
opt to recite Shema (Beit Yosef). Other commentaries rule, for 
a variety of reasons, that a groom recites Shema and it is in no 
way presumptuous on his part (Rif; Rambam; Rosh). Nowadays, 
when people are unable to concentrate properly when reciting 
Shema even under normal circumstances, a groom recites She- 
ma. Indeed, one who does not do so is guilty of presumptuous- 
ness (Beer Heitev; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 70:3). 
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The Gemara comments: This statement supports the opinion 
of Rabbi Elazar, as Rabbi Elazar said: It is prohibited for a 
person to extend his finger into water on the Ninth of Av, just 
as it is prohibited for him to extend his finger into water on 
Yom Kippur. 


The Gemara raises an objection: The only difference between 

the Ninth of Av and a communal fast is that on this day, a 

communal fast, performance of labor is prohibited, and on 

that day, the Ninth of Av, performance of labor is permitted 

in a place where people are accustomed to perform labor. By 
inference, with regard to all other matters this and that are 

equal. However, with regard to a communal fast, it was 

taught in a baraita: When the Sages said that bathing is pro- 
hibited, they said it only with regard to washing one’s entire 

body, but with regard to washing one’s face, one’s hands, and 

one’s feet in increments, the Sages did not say that it was 

prohibited. Apparently, with respect to washing, the Rabbis 

were stricter with regard to the Ninth of Av than they were with 
regard to a communal fast. 


Rav Pappa said: 


The tanna is teaching a series of leniencies. He taught only 
those aspects in which the Ninth of Av is more lenient than a 
communal fast. He did not teach those aspects in which it is 
more stringent. There was no attempt made to enumerate all 
the differences. 


It was stated in the mishna: And in all places Torah scholars 

are idle and do not perform labor on the Ninth of Av, and ac- 
cording to Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel one should always 

conduct himself like a Torah scholar in this regard and refrain 

from performing labor. The Gemara asks: Is that to say that 

Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel holds that we are not con- 
cerned about presumptuousness when a person conducts 

himself like a Torah scholar? And conversely, do the Rabbis 

hold that we are concerned about presumptuousness? Didn’t 

we hear them say the opposite? As we learned in a mishna: 

With regard to the recitation of Shema on one’s wedding night, 
the Rabbis said that ifa groom wishes to recite Shema on the 

first night despite his exemption, he may do so." Rabban Shi- 
mon ben Gamliel says: Not everyone who wishes to assume 

the reputation of a God-fearing person may assume it, and 

consequently, not everyone who wishes to recite Shema on his 

wedding night may do so. Their opinions in that mishna appear 
contrary to their opinions in the current mishna. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: The attribution of the opinions is re- 
versed in one of the sources. Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi, said: 
Do not reverse either text, as it is possible to resolve the diff- 
culty in another manner. The contradiction between the state- 
ment of the Rabbis here and the statement of the Rabbis there 
is not difficult. Here, on the Ninth of Av, since everyone is 
performing labor and he is not performing labor, his idleness 
is conspicuous and appears like presumptuousness. However, 
there, in the case of reciting Shema on one’s wedding night, 
it does not appear like presumptuousness, as everyone is 
reciting Shema and he is also reciting it with them. 
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Similarly, the contradiction between the statement of Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel here and the statement of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 
there is not difficult. There, in the case of reciting Shema on one’s wed- 
ding night, it is that we require concentration, and it is clear to all that 
he is unable to concentrate because of his preoccupation with the 
mitzva that he must perform. Therefore, if he recites Shema it appears 
like presumptuousness. It is as though he is announcing: I am able to 
concentrate although others in my situation are not. However, here, by 
not performing labor on the Ninth of Av it does not appear like pre- 
sumptuousness, as people say: It is because he has no labor to perform. 
Go out and see how many idle people there are in the marketplace, 
even on days when it is permitted to perform labor. 


MIS HN A2?PP°s the discussion of performing labor on 


Passover eve, differences in other customs are 
cited. And the Rabbis say: In Judea, people would perform labor on 
Passover eves until midday, and in the Galilee people would not per- 
form labor" on Passover eve at all. With regard to performing labor on 
the night before Passover eve, the night between the thirteenth and 
fourteenth of Nisan, Beit Shammai prohibit performing labor," and Beit 
Hillel permit doing so until sunrise. 


GE M ARA The Gemara asks with regard to the mishna: 


Initially, at the beginning of the chapter, the 
tanna taught that in certain places there is merely a custom not to per- 
form labor, and yet ultimately, in this latest mishna, he taught that ac- 
cording to the opinion of Beit Shammai, it is prohibited to perform labor. 
Apparently, performance of labor is not dependent on custom but is 
actually prohibited. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: This is not difficult, since that first mishna is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, and this current mishna is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. As it was taught in a 
baraita that Rabbi Yehuda said: In Judea they would perform labor on 
Passover eves until midday, and in the Galilee they would not perform 
labor at all. Rabbi Meir said to him: What proof do you cite from Judea 
and the Galilee to the discussion here? Rather, in a place where people 
were accustomed to perform labor, one performs labor, and ina place 
where people were accustomed not to perform labor, one does not 
perform labor. The Gemara analyzes this baraita: From the fact that 
Rabbi Meir is speaking about custom, by inference, Rabbi Yehuda is 
speaking about a prohibition against performing labor in the Galilee. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Yehuda hold that performance of 
labor on the fourteenth is permitted everywhere other than the Galilee? 
Wasn't it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says: With regard to one 
who is weeding a field on the thirteenth of Nisan and a stalk of grain 
was uprooted in his hand, he plants it in a muddy place so that it will 
take root before the omer offering" is brought on the sixteenth of Nisan? 
It will then be permitted to eat the grain after the omer offering is brought. 
However, one should not plant it in a dry place, as it will not take root 
there immediately. If it begins to sprout only after the omer offering is 
brought, that grain will remain prohibited until after the following year’s 
omer offering is brought. 


From Rabbi Yehuda’s statement it can be inferred that if a person was 
weeding on the thirteenth of Nisan, yes, this is the halakha; however, on 
the fourteenth of Nisan, no, one may not replant the stalk of grain. Now, 
we learned that Rabbi Yehuda said: Any graft that does not take hold 
within three days will no longer take hold. Ifit could enter your mind 
that performing labor on the fourteenth is permitted, why do I need 
this halakha to be taught specifically with regard to the thirteenth? It 
would have been a greater novelty had he taught the halakha with regard 
to a case that occurs on the fourteenth. Aren’t there three days remaining 
for grain planted on the fourteenth to take root before the omer offering, 
i.e., the fourteenth of Nisan, the fifteenth of Nisan, and part of the 
sixteenth of Nisan? Rava said: They taught this halakha of replanting a 
stalk of wheat with regard to the Galilee; as mentioned in the baraita, 
Rabbi Yehuda says that in the Galilee they do not perform labor at all. 


he publisher 


NOTES 


In the Galilee people would not perform labor - 
priy va x bhaa: The Rabbis’ statement empha- 
sizes that it was not due to local custom that people 
refrained from labor; rather, performing labor on 
he fourteenth was actually prohibited. Some 
commentaries explain the difference in terms of 
he punishment: A person who performs labor on 
he fourteenth in violation of an actual prohibition 
would be liable for excommunication by his com- 
munity, but not if his performance only deviates 
rom local custom. Other commentaries assert that 
he difference between custom and prohibition 
is with regard to the question of whether or not 
one who relocates must continue to observe the 
practice. Local customs apply only to those who 
reside in that particular place, while prohibitions 
apply everywhere (Mikhtam). 


Beit Shammai prohibit performing labor, etc. - 
13) DİK Kaw ma: Some commentaries explain 
that, according to Rabbi Meir, there is no disagree- 
ment between Beit Hillel and Beit Shammai, be- 
cause there cannot be a dispute with regard to 
local custom. Rather, each one ascertains the local 
custom and acts accordingly (Tosafot). Others ex- 
plain that according to Beit Hillel, if there is a local 
custom to refrain from working on the night of the 
fourteenth, it is a custom based on error and should 
be abandoned (Ran). Alternatively, the disagree- 
ment between Beit Hillel and Beit Shammai is with 
regard to the status of the day and the night. Beit 
Shammai consider the prohibition of working at 
night to be part of the general prohibition against 
working during the day. Therefore, in their opinion, 
any activity that is prohibited during the day is also 
prohibited the night before. However, Beit Hillel 
liken Passover eve to a fast day, in that night and 
day are considered two separate entities (Nimmukei 
Yosef, see Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura; Josefot Yom Tov). 


Take root before the omer offering - oti? mp 
aay: The Torah states that the new grain of the 
year may be eaten only after the omer offering is 
brought. However, this applies only to the grain that 
was planted and took root before the omer offering 
was brought. Any grain that took root after the omer 
offering was brought is permitted only after the 
omer offering of the following year. 
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NOTES 
Three crafts are permitted — niama NINIK wow: 
Some commentaries explain that the agreement 
between Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis in the mishna 
is only with regard to those places where the cus- 
tom is not to perform labor on Passover eve. In 
any other place, where that is not the custom, all 
types of labor are permitted (Ra‘avad; Ran). Other 
commentaries understand that the mishna’s state- 
ment applies to initiating labor even in a place 
where the custom is to perform labor on Passover 
eve. Even in such a place, although anyone may 
continue work that was started earlier, only people 
in these three professions may initiate work on 
the fourteenth of Nisan (Rashi; Rambam; Nim- 
mukei Yosef). 


Barbers — m9397: Some add that not only is 
cutting hair permitted, but sharpening or fixing 
the scissors is permitted as well. In fact, whatever 
actions are necessary for grooming before the 
Festival are permitted (Nimmukei Yosef). 


HALAKHA 

Labor...on Passover eve - nbS Awa TNn: 
Even in a community where the custom is to per- 
orm labor on Passover eve, only tailors, barbers, 
and people who wash clothes may initiate new 
asks. This is in accordance with the opinion of 
he Rabbis in the mishna. Some authorities teach 
hat these types of labor may be performed even 
in a place where the custom is not to perform 
abor on Passover eve (Rema, citing the Rosh). 
With regard to other types of labor, if the task was 
initiated the day before, it may be completed on 
he fourteenth of Nisan before midday, as long as 
it is for the purpose of the Festival (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 468:5). 
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The Gemara further asks: Isn’t there the night between the thirteenth 
and the fourteenth of Nisan, during which according to the opinion 
of Beit Hillel, labor is permitted even in the Galilee, which is the 
halakha? Rabbi Yehuda could have taught the halakha with regard to 
weeding on the night before the fourteenth. Rav Sheshet said: Rabbi 
Yehuda said this in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai, 
who prohibit performing labor that night. Rav Ashi said: There is no 
reason to suggest implausibly that Rabbi Yehuda holds in accordance 
with the opinion of Beit Shammai, contrary to the accepted halakha. 
Actually, Rabbi Yehuda holds in accordance with the opinion of Beit 
Hillel. However, he did not teach the case about the night before the 
fourteenth of Nisan because it is not the typical manner of people 
to weed at night. It is virtually impossible to identify weeds in the 
dark. 


Ravina said: Actually, it can be explained that Rabbi Yehuda is refer- 
ring to Judea. With regard to a plant taking root, we state only once 
the principle: The legal status of part of the day is like that of the 
entire day, but we do not state twice the principle: The legal status of 
part of the day is like that of the entire day. When discussing a plant 
that was replanted on the fourteenth, in the tally of three days, the 
legal status of part of both the fourteenth and the sixteenth cannot be 
like that of entire days. 


MI S H N A Rabbi Meir says: With regard to any labor that 


one began before the fourteenth of Nisan, he 
may complete it on the fourteenth before midday. However, one 
may not begin to perform that labor from the outset on the four- 
teenth, even if he is able to complete it before midday. And the 
Rabbis say: The practitioners of only three crafts are permitted" to 
perform labor until midday on Passover eve," and they are: Tailors, 
barbers," and launderers, whose work is needed for the Festival. 
Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda says: Even shoemakers are permitted to 
work on the fourteenth. 


G E M ARA A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Was 


it with regard to labor for the purpose of the 
Festival that we learned in the mishna that Rabbi Meir permits com- 
pleting labor on the fourteenth, but labor that is not for the purpose 
of the Festival may not even be completed? Or perhaps it was with 
regard to labor that is not for the purpose of the Festival that we 
learned that Rabbi Meir permits completing labor on the fourteenth, 
but with regard to labor that is for the purpose of the Festival, we 
may even initiate it. Or perhaps, with regard to both labor that is for 
the purpose of the Festival and labor that is not for the purpose of 
the Festival, completing, yes, it is permitted, but initiating, no, it is 
prohibited. 


Come and hear a resolution to the dilemma from that which we 
learned: However, one may not begin work from the outset on the 
fourteenth, even if it is a small belt, or even a small hairnet. What 
is the meaning of the term: Even, in this context? Isn’t it that even 
with regard to those items that are for the purpose of the Festival, 
completing, yes, it is permitted, but initiating, no, it is prohibited? 
And by inference, with regard to labor that is not for the purpose of 
the Festival, we may not even complete labor that was begun previ- 
ously. This supports the first possibility cited above. 


The Gemara rejects this answer: No; actually, this means that even 
labor that is not for the purpose of the Festival we may also complete, 
in accordance with the third possibility above. And what is the mean- 
ing of the term: Even? It is that this halakha applies even to these 
items, a belt and a hairnet, which are small; as it could enter your 
mind to say: Since they are small and their initiation is their comple- 
tion, let us even initiate their manufacture on the fourteenth ab initio. 
Therefore, it teaches us that even with regard to this type of labor, 
initiating is prohibited. This baraita does not provide an unequivocal 
resolution to the dilemma. 
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Come and hear the resolution to the dilemma from another source 
from another source. Rabbi Meir says: With regard to any labor 
that is for the purpose of the Festival, 


one completes it on the fourteenth. When is that the case? It is 

when he initiated the labor prior to the fourteenth. However, if 
he did not initiate the labor prior to the fourteenth, he should not 
initiate it on the fourteenth, even if it is only manufacturing a small 

belt or even a small hairnet. The Gemara analyzes this: When it is 

for the purpose of the Festival, yes, one may complete this labor. 
However, when it is not for the purpose of the Festival, no, one 

may not complete it, in accordance with the third possibility above. 
The Gemara rejects this analysis: Actually, the same is true; we may 
also complete the task even when it is not for the purpose of the 

Festival. And this comes to teach us that even when it is for the 

purpose of the Festival, completing a labor, yes, one may do so, 
but initiating a labor, no, one may not, in accordance with the third 
aforementioned possibility. 


Come and hear yet another resolution to the dilemma. Rabbi Meir 
says: With regard to any labor that is for the purpose of the Festi- 
val, one may complete it on the fourteenth, and if it is not for the 
purpose of the Festival, it is prohibited to complete it. And one 
may perform labor on Passover eves until midday in a place where 
people were accustomed to do so. The Gemara infers: In a place 
where people were accustomed to perform labor, yes, one may do 
so. However, in a place where people were not accustomed to 
perform labor, no, one may not do so. And learn from it that for 
the purpose of the Festival, yes, one may perform labor. However, 
if it is not for the purpose of the Festival, no, one may not do so, in 
accordance with the first aforementioned possibility. The Gemara 
concludes: Indeed, learn from it that this is so. 


It was stated in the mishna that the Rabbis say: The practitioners of 
only three crafts are permitted to perform labor until midday on 
Passover eve. It was taught in explanation of their opinion: The 
tailors may perform labor on Passover eve, as a layperson is permit- 
ted to sewin his usual manner during the intermediate days of the 
Festival. Since this type of labor is permitted during the intermediate 
days, when the prohibition against labor is more stringent than on 
Passover eve, one may be lenient on Passover eve as well. Barbers 
and launderers may perform labor on Passover eve, as one who 
arrives from a country overseas or one who leaves prison, who 
did not have time to cut their hair or launder their clothing before 
the Festival may cut their hair or launder their clothing on the 
intermediate days of the Festival. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Ye- 
huda, says: Shoemakers may also perform their labor, because 
Festival pilgrims may repair their shoes during the intermediate 
days of the Festival. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what principle do the Rabbis and 
Rabbi Yosei disagree? The Gemara answers: One Sage, Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda, holds: We learn the halakha with regard to 
the initiation of labor from the halakha with regard to the conclu- 
sion of labor; if it is permitted to repair shoes, it is also permitted 
to initiate their production. And one Sage, the Rabbis, holds: We 
cannot learn the halakha with regard to the initiation of labor from 
the halakha with regard to the conclusion of labor; therefore, al- 
though it is permitted to repair shoes, it is prohibited to produce 
new ones. 
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NOTES 
One may place eggs — paaiv pawin: Rashi and Rabbi 
Ovadya Bartenura suggest an alternative explanation: 
According to this statement, it is permissible to build 
dovecotes for doves and to place an egg under a hen. 
According to the Rambam, this phrase indicates that one 
may build or repair a chicken coop, since the language of 
the mishna does not seem to refer to brooding (see Meiri). 


In the last clause of the mishna we have arrived at the 
halakhot of the intermediate days of the Festival - x5°D 
sayin tanh ISX: Several explanations have been sug- 
gested to reconcile the Rambar’s opinion, which forms 
the basis for the accepted practice, with the standard 
version of the Gemara. According to the Vilna Gaon, the 
Rambam had a variant reading of the text: In the firs 
clause, we come to the intermediate days. In other words, 
it is permitted to restore a hen that fled during the inter- 
mediate days, but one may place a new hen to brood 
only on Passover eve. The Rabbis of Narvona retained 
the standard version of the text, but explained that the 
expression: The last clause, does not refer to the last par 
of the mishna, which speaks of a hen that died, but to the 
last clause of the first part of the mishna, i.e., the phrase: 
A hen that fled. Therefore, the last clause of the final par 
of the mishna: If it died, refers to Passover eve. Placing a 
different hen to brood is therefore prohibited under any 
circumstances (see Meiri). 


With regard to the dung in a courtyard, one may clear 
it to the sides — pray inis ppb aymaw darn: In the 
Jerusalem Talmud fea isa plies version of the Tosefta 
that refers to dung in an alleyway. Therefore, the Gemara's 
question is not raised there. 


HALAKHA 
One may place eggs — paaiv pain: One may repair a 
chicken coop on Passover eve, according to the Rambam’s 
understanding of this mishna (Kesef Mishne). Some au- 
thorities permit placing a hen over an egg to brood (Rashi; 
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 8:20; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 468:6, 536:4; Levush). 


A brooding hen that died - apaw maiz: If a hen was 
brooding eggs for more than three days and died on 
Passover eve, one may replace it with another so that 
the chicks will be able to hatch (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Yom Tov 8:20; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 468:7). 


One may sweep dung from beneath the legs of an 
animal - 772773 annm paris: It is permitted to sweep 
dung from beneath an animal's legs on Passover eve 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 468:8). 


The intermediate days - “yin by in: One may not 
place a hen to brood on eggs during the intermediate 
days of a Festival. If a hen that was already brooding fled, 
it may be returned within three days of fleeing. However, 
it is prohibited to replace it with another hen, even if the 
first one died (Rema). Some early authorities (Rabbeinu 
Hananel; Roke‘ah; Maharam Halawa) and later ones (De- 
risha; Taz) are lenient with regard to this last issue, based 
on Rashi’s understanding of the Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 536:4). 


Removal of dung - barn pro: One may not remove 
dung from a courtyard on Passover eve. However, it may 
be swept to the sides. If the courtyard becomes filthy, 
the dung may be removed to the garbage dump, in ac- 
cordance with Rava's statement (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 468:9). 
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MI S HN This mishna continues the discussion of the 

halakhot of Passover eve. One may place 
eggs™" under hens on the fourteenth of Nisan so that the birds will 
brood until the eggs hatch.” And if a hen fled from brooding, one may 
restore it to its place. And if a brooding hen died, one may place 
another in its stead." Similarly, one may sweep dung from beneath 
the legs of an animal" on the fourteenth of Nisan. And during the 
intermediate days of the Festival one may clear it to the sides. Simi- 
larly, one may take vessels to the craftsman’s house for repair and 
bring others from there even though they are not for the purpose of 
the Festival. 


Now, the mishna stated that placing a brood- 
GEMARA, ae 


ing hen to sit on eggs is permitted; is it neces- 
sary to mention that restoring a hen to its brooding place is permitted? 
Abaye said: In the last clause of the mishna we have arrived at the 
halakhot of the intermediate days" of the Festival,” when placing 
a hen to sit on eggs is prohibited, yet one may nevertheless restore a 
hen that fled, as failure to do so will cause him to incur a loss. On the 
fourteenth of Nisan, one may even place a hen to brood ab initio. 


Rav Huna said: They taught this halakha that one may restore the hen 
to the eggs only when it is within three days of its rebellion, when 
the hen fled from its place, as the heat has not yet completely dissi- 
pated from the hen, so that restoring the hen to its place to resume its 
brooding will be effective; furthermore, this halakha applies only if it 
is also at least three days after the hen began sitting, when failure to 
restore the hen to sit on the eggs will cause the eggs to be totally ru- 
ined, as on the one hand they are no longer edible, and on the other 
hand the chick in the egg is only partially formed. However, if it is 
more than three days after its rebellion, when its heat has com- 
pletely dissipated, or within three days from when it began sitting, 
when failure to restore the hen to sit on the eggs will not yet cause the 
eggs to be totally ruined, one may not restore the hen to sit on the 
eggs. Rabbi Ami said: Even within three days from when it began 
sitting, one may restore the hen to sit on the eggs. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what principle do Rav Huna and 
Rabbi Ami disagree? The Gemara explains: One Sage, Rav Huna, 
holds that with regard to a major loss, the Sages were concerned 
about the eggs being completely ruined, and therefore one may restore 
the hen to its place only if it had already sat on the eggs for three or 
more days. With regard to a minor loss of being forced to sell at a 
discount the unhatched eggs that were incubated for less than three 
days, they were not concerned. And one Sage, Rabbi Ami, holds 
that with regard to a minor loss, they were also concerned, and 
therefore the Sages permitted one to restore the hen to its place during 
the intermediate days of the Festival. 


It was stated in the mishna: One may sweep the dung from beneath 
the legs of an animal on the fourteenth of Nisan. The Sages taught in 
greater detail in the Tosefta: With regard to the dung in a courtyard, 
one may clear it to the sides," and with regard to the dung that is in 
the barn and in a courtyard, one may take it out to the garbage 
dump." 


Brooding of hens — Doan Myst: Brooding in birds, and spe- 
cifically hens, depends on several factors. During the brood- 
ing period, the temperature of many birds rises. Occasionally, 
there are specific areas of the bird’s body that become even 
warmer. This is part of the complex mechanism of brood- 
ing. The bird’s temperature during this period depends on 


BACKGROUND 


the activation of internal glands and the external stimula- 
tion from the brooding itself. It is possible that if a hen stops 
brooding for whatever reason, after some time the internal 
stimulus will also cease, described in the Gemara as the dis- 
sipation of heat, and restoring the hen to sit on the egg would 
be pointless. 
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The Gemara asks: This matter itself is difficult. On the one hand, 
you said: With regard to the dung in a courtyard, one may clear it 
to the sides, from which it may be inferred that one may not take it 
out to the garbage dump. And then it was taught in the Tosefta: 
With regard to the dung that is in the barn and in a courtyard, one 
may take it out to the garbage dump. Abaye said: This is not dif- 
ficult. Here, where the Sages permitted taking out the dung to the 
garbage dump, it refers to the fourteenth of Nisan. There, where 
they permitted only moving it to the sides, it refers to the interme- 
diate days of the Festival. Rava said: Both this case and that case 
refer to the intermediate days, and this is what it is saying: In an 
ordinary courtyard one may only move the dung to the sides; how- 
ever, ifthe courtyard becomes as filthy as a barn, one may take out 
the dung to the garbage dump. 


It was stated in the mishna: One may take vessels to the craftsman’s 

house for repair and bring others from there. Rav Pappa said: Rava 

tested us." We learned in the mishna: One may take vessels to the 

craftsman’s house" for repair and bring others from there even if 
they are not for the purpose of the Festival. He raised a contradic- 
tion from that which we learned: One may not bring vessels from 

a craftsman’s house, and ifhe is concerned lest they be stolen, he 

may move them to another courtyard belonging to the craftsman, 
but not to his own house. 


And we answered: This is not difficult. Here, where one may bring 
vessels from the craftsman’s house, it is referring to the fourteenth 
of Nisan. There, where one may not bring them, it is referring to 
the intermediate days of the Festival." And if you wish, say instead 
that this and that are referring to the intermediate days, and nev- 
ertheless, this is not difficult. Here, where one may not bring them 
home, it is referring to a case where he trusts that the craftsman will 
return the items; there, where it is permitted to take the vessels 
home, it is referring to a case where he does not trust him. 


As it was taught in the following baraita: One may bring vessels 
from the house of a craftsman, such as a jug from the house of a 
potter, or a cup from the house of a glassmaker,® but one may 
bring neither wool from the house of a dyer nor other vessels 
from the house of a craftsman that are not for the purpose of the 
Festival. And if the craftsman has nothing to eat, one gives the 
craftsman his payment on the intermediate days of the Festival and 
leaves the item with him. And if he does not trust that the crafts- 
man will deliver the items, he leaves them in the adjacent house. 
And ifhe is concerned lest the item be stolen, he may bring them 
to his house surreptitiously. 


The Gemara asks: You have resolved the issue of bringing items 
from a craftsman’s house, but taking items to his house is difficult, 
as it was taught: One may not bring, and all the more so one may 
not take items to be repaired. Therefore, the Gemara rejects the 
second answer and concludes: Rather, it is clear as we answered 
initially, i.e., the baraita refers to the intermediate days and the 
mishna refers to Passover eve. 


MI S H N A The mishna continues the discussion of the 


halakhot of Passover eve, along with other 
local customs. Six actions were performed by the Jewish residents 
of Jericho, contrary to common practice. With regard to three, 
the Sages reprimanded them, and with regard to three, the Sages 
did not reprimand them. And these are the ones with regard to 
which they did not reprimand them: The residents of Jericho 
would graft palm trees the entire day on the fourteenth of Nisan; 
and they would bundle Shema, as explained in the Gemara; and 
they would harvest and pile grain before the omer offering was 
brought. And these are the ones with regard to which the Sages 
reprimanded them: They would permit the use of consecrated 
branches" of carob or sycamore trees. This refers to trees whose 
branches were cut and consecrated for Temple upkeep, which 
subsequently sprouted new branches; 


————_ NOTES 

Rava tested us — sn p12: Occasionally, one of the Sages, 
such as the head of a yeshiva, would challenge his students 
with a question, often with regard to an uncommon case. At 
times, these questions were those to which the questioner 
had no clear answer. At other times, however, questions 
were presented simply to test the knowledge of the students. 
As is clear from this story, the Sage posing the question did 
not always express his own opinion on the matter. 


The halakhot of the intermediate days - xinn bin wt: The 
halakhot that apply to the intermediate days of the Festivals 
are described in detail in tractate Moed Katan. Certain types 
of labor are permitted during the intermediate days, while 
other types are prohibited. Labor is permitted if it fills a great 
need, or if refraining from that labor would cause one to 
incur financial loss. One may not work during the intermedi- 
ate days merely to make a profit. A craftsman may work at 
his craft if he has nothing to eat, in which case people may 
provide him with work. 


Branches — nivtaa: According to Rashi and others, this re- 
fers to branches that grow from the stump of a tree that 
was consecrated and chopped down. Other commentaries 
explain that these are branches that grow from the roots 
surrounding a tree. In the latter case as well, one might con- 
clude that those branches were not included in the original 
consecration (geonim). 


HALAKHA 
Vessels to and from the craftsman’s house - man op 
Pai: Vessels may be taken to a craftsman to be repaired 
and may be brought from his house on Passover eve, even 
if they are not for the purpose of the Festival. This ruling is in 
accordance with the statement of Rav Pappa and the con- 
clusion of the Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 46810). 


Bringing vessels during the intermediate days - nx37 
sind bina ada: One may not bring vessels from a crafts- 
man during the intermediate days of a Festival unless they 
are for the purpose of the Festival. If the craftsman has noth- 
ing to eat, and the customer does not trust him, the items 
may be moved to an adjacent courtyard but may then only 
be taken home surreptitiously (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
534:3). 


BACKGROUND 
Cup from the house of a glassmaker — 3371 ma Dis: 


Glass vessels from the talmudic period 
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Perek IV 
Daf56 Amuda 


PERSONALITIES 


Hezekiah — mn: King Hezekiah, son of Ahaz, was one of the 
most prominent kings of Judea, the Southern Kingdom of 
Eretz Yisrael. Whereas his father introduced many pagan and 
idolatrous customs to Israel, Hezekiah enacted sweeping reli- 
gious reforms, destroying the idols and restoring the traditional 
Temple service and the study of Torah. Hezekiah witnessed 
he destruction of the Northern Kingdom of Eretz Yisrael by 
Sargon’s Assyrians in 720 BCE and was king of Judea during 
he invasion and siege of Jerusalem by Sennacherib in 701 BC. 
Hezekiah engaged in building projects in preparation for the 
Assyrian invasion, including the Broad Wall, today standing in 
e Jewish Quarter of the Old City of Jerusalem, and Hezekiah’s 
Tunnel, which diverted the waters of the Gihon and which 
still exists today. In the late-nineteenth century an inscription 
describing the construction of the tunnel was discovered. 


BACKGROUND 


He sealed the waters of the upper Gihon — yin’ 7 onD 
bya: The sealing of the waters of the Gihon, the Pool of 
Siloam, was part of the excavation of the famous tunnel in 
the mountain, nearly half a kilometer in length, that was used 
to bring water from the spring into the city. This feat was an 
enormous undertaking that required a massive investment of 
resources and effort. It is conceivable that the Sages of that 
generation doubted that the results justified the work invested 
in building the tunnel, and therefore opposed the sealing of 
the waters of the Gihon. 


Gihon stream 
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and they would eat fallen fruit from beneath palm trees that shed 
fruit that had fallen on Shabbat; and they would designate the 
produce in the corner for the poor in a field of vegetables, which 
is exempt from this obligation even by rabbinic law. And the 
Sages reprimanded the people of Jericho for doing these three 
things. 


G E M ARAT the people of Jericho, who were 


reprimanded for some of their actions 

and not reprimanded for others, the Gemara cites a similar bara- 
ita. The Sages taught: King Hezekiah’ performed six actions." 

With regard to three of them, the Sages of his generation con- 
ceded to him; and with regard to three of them, the Sages did 

not concede to him. Due to King Hezekiah’s father’s wickedness, 
he dragged the bones of his father’ Ahaz on a bier of ropes and 

did not afford him the respect due to a king, and the Sages con- 
ceded to him. He ground the copper snake that Moses fash- 
ioned in the desert because Israel worshipped it, and the Sages 

conceded to him. He suppressed the Book of Cures," and they 

conceded to him. 


And with regard to three actions, the Sages did not concede to 
him. He cut off the doors of the Sanctuary and sent them to the 
King of Assyria, and they did not concede to him because he 
thereby demeaned the Temple. He sealed the waters of the up- 
per Gihon’ stream, diverting its water into the city by means of a 
tunnel, and they did not concede to him, because he harmed the 
local populace in the process and should have relied upon God 
(Me’iri). He intercalated the year, delaying the advent of 
the month of Nisan during Nisan, and they did not concede to 
him. The Gemara explains that he declared the first of Nisan to 
be the thirtieth of Adar and only then intercalated the year (see 
11 Chronicles 30:2). 


NOTES 


King Hezekiah performed six actions - nwy D037 Aww 
mpm: This Tosefta is cited in this context because its format 
is similar to that of the mishna. Both this text and the mishna 
mention six actions, three of which the Sages accepted and 
three that they did not accept. Some versions of the tex 
clude this Tosefta as part of the mishna itself. 


in- 


He dragged the bones of his father - vax ninyy y: 
Hezekiah did not actually drag his father’s bones. Rather, 
this statement indicates that he did not treat his father 
honorably when burying him. This is based on the verse 
“And Ahaz lay with his fathers, and they buried him in the 
city, even in Jerusalem; for they brought him not into the 
sepulchres of the kings of Israel” (11 Chronicles 28:27). Heze- 


kiah did this as atonement for his father, to sanctify God's 
name through his father's disgrace, and to chastise the wicked 
(Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


He suppressed the Book of Cures — mite197 190 123: In his 
Commentary on the Mishna, the Rambam provides a leng hy 
explanation of this statement. While this book included rem- 
edies for specific times or circumstances, the use of its infor- 
mation led the Jews to engage in idolatry. The Rambam also 
suggests that the Book of Cures may have included prohibited 
acts. Although it is permitted to study those matters, it is pro- 
hibited to follow them. Once the people began to accept the 
book's advice, the king suppressed it (see also the Ramban’s 
introduction to his Commentary on the Torah). 
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We learned in the mishna: They would graft palm trees’ the entire 
day of the fourteenth of Nisan. The Gemara asks: How did they 
perform this grafting? Rabbi Yehuda said: They brought fresh 
myrtle," strong beer made from the fruit of the laurel tree, and 
barley flour that was cast into a vessel, and forty days has not 
passed since it was ground. They boiled them together and poured 
the mixture into the core of the palm tree. And for any tree stand- 
ing within four cubits of that tree, if they did not perform this 
treatment with it, it would immediately wither, because the tree 
that received the treatment would grow faster at the expense of the 
surrounding trees. Rav Aha, son of Rava, said: They placed a 
branch of a male palm tree on the female, and by doing so the 
female tree would yield fruit. 


We learned in the mishna that the residents of Jericho would bundle 
Shema. The Gemara asks: What does it mean that they bundled 
Shema? How did they do so? Rabbi Yehuda said that they recited: 
“Hear Israel: The Lord is our God, the Lord is One” (Deuterono- 
my 6:4), and they would not pause" between words. Rava said: 
They would pause between words, but instead of reciting this verse 
in the proper manner: “That which I command you today, shall be 
on your heart” (Deuteronomy 6:5), pausing after the word today; 
they would say: Today shall be on your heart, inferring: Today it 
will be on your heart, and tomorrow it will not be on your heart. 
The Sages taught in the Tosefta: How would they bundle Shema? 
They recited: “Hear Israel, the Lord is our God the Lord is One,” 
without pausing; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Ye- 
huda says: They paused, but they would not recite: Blessed be 
the name of His glorious kingdom for ever and ever." 


Grafting palm trees - D>pt n2377: The definition of grafting 
presented by Rabbi Aha, son of | Rava, is understandable and 
clear. Date-producing palm trees are dioecious, meaning that 
there are male plants, which do not produce fruit, and female 
plants, which produce fruit if their flowers are fertilized by the 
male tree's pollen. When the trees grow near each other, the 
wind carries the pollen from one tree to another. However, 
when the trees are cultivated, pollination can be performed 
manually by taking a branch containing flowers from a male 
tree and placing it above the flowers of the female tree. It is 
preferable to perform this act around midday and as close as 
possible to the opening of the flowers on the female tree. The 
artificial pollination must be performed in a timely fashion to 


prevent financial loss. 


This used to be the practice in past times. Contemporarily, 
the pollen is extracted by using a centrifuge. The pollen is then 
mixed with powder, in order to assist even distribution of the 
pollen, and is then manually sprinkled over the female flowers. 

It remains unclear if Rabbi Yehuda’s explanation serves a 
medicinal purpose, to increase growth, or is based on supersti- 


tion, to keep away harmful spirits. 


BACKGROUND Ž 


NOTES 


Fresh myrtle — %17 XDX: This is translated either as fresh 
myrtle or broad myrtle (Arukh). Other commentaries state 
that the term refers to myrtle containing several leaves in a 
single row (Rashash). 


They would not pause — pppan vy xb: Some commentar- 
ies explain that this means they would not pause between 
words (Rashi, tractate Menahot). Other commentaries teach 
that they would not pause between the last word of the 
passage: Hear Israel: The Lord is our God, the Lord is One, 
and the first word of the passage: Blessed be the name 
of His glorious kingdom for ever and ever (Josafot, trac- 
tate Menahot). Yet another interpretation asserts that they 
would recite the verse as: Today shall be on your heart. By 
failing to pause between today and shall, the implication 
is that today it shall be on your heart, but not tomorrow 
(Tosafot, tractate Avoda Zara). 


HALAKHA 
Blessed be the name of His glorious kingdom for ever 
and ever - wy biy} imata tiaa ow q2: After the first 
verse of Shema, one recites quietly: Blessed be the name of 
His glorious kingdom for ever and ever. Some authorities say 
hat if one omits this line he need not repeat Shema (Bah). 
However, other commentaries explain that one must repeat 
Shema if he omitted the passage, and others require him to 
do so even if he initially said it without the proper intention 
Levush). It has become the universal practice among the 
Jewish people to recite this passage out loud on Yom Kippur 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 61:13). 


Centrifuge used to extract pollen from the male flowers 


Manual pollination in Kibbutz Sde Eliyahu located in the Beit She’an Valley 
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NOTES 


Surreptitiously — »xwra: Some commentaries write that 
the passage: Blessed be the name of His glorious kingdom 
for ever and ever, is an inadequate expression of praise, 
as God transcends time. Therefore, it is inappropriate to 
pronounce this praise out loud immediately following a 
statement of God's greatness and unity (Nefesh HaHayyim). 


The grievance of the heretics — pyan miyan: These peo- 
ple would claim that the Jews whispered praise to another 
deity, as the heretics believed in two gods (Tosefot Rid). 


BACKGROUND 


Neharde’a — xy: A city on the Euphrates, near the Malka 
River, and one of the oldest Jewish communities in Baby- 
lonia. According to tradition, Jews lived in Neharde’a as early 
as the First Temple period, in the sixth century BCE, begin- 
ning with the exile of King Jehoiachin of Judea. Neharde’a 
was one of the most important Jewish communities in 
Babylonia. It was a center of Torah learning from an early 
period, and its yeshiva was the oldest in Babylonia. Many 
of the greatest tannaiim visited Neharde’a, among them 
Rabbi Akiva, who intercalated the calendar there (Yevamot 
122b). In Rav’s time, the first half of the third century CE, the 
eharde’a Yeshiva was headed by Rav Sheila, and then by 
Shmuel. Since the city lay near the border between the Ro- 
man and Persian Empires, it frequently suffered in the wars 
between the two, and Pappa ben Nazer Odonathus, king of 
Tadmor, destroyed it completely in 259 CE. Later, however, 
Jews resettled there, and many Torah scholars remained in 
eharde’a even after its yeshiva relocated to Mehoza and 
Pumbedita. 
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The Gemara asks: What is the reason that we recite that passage: 
Blessed be the name of His glorious kingdom for ever and ever, 
even though it does not appear in the Torah? The Gemara an- 
swers: We recite it in accordance with that which Rabbi Shimon 
ben Lakish interpreted homiletically. 


As Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said that it is written: “And Jacob 
called his sons and said, Gather around and I will tell you what 
will occur to you in the end of days” (Genesis 49:1). Jacob want- 
ed to reveal to his sons when the complete redemption would 
arrive at the end of days (see Daniel 12:13), but the Divine Pres- 
ence abandoned him, rendering him unable to prophesy. He 
said: Perhaps the Divine Presence has abandoned me because, 
Heaven forfend, one of my descendants is unfit, as was the case 
with my grandfather Abraham, from whom Ishmael emerged, 
and like my father Isaac, from whom Esau emerged. His sons 
said to him: Hear Israel, our father, the Lord is our God, the 
Lord is One. They said: Just as there is only one God in your 
heart, so too, there is only one in our hearts. At that moment 
Jacob our father said in praise: Blessed be the name of His 
glorious kingdom for ever and ever, as all his children were 
righteous. 


The Rabbis said: What should we do? Shall we recite this verse? 
But Moses our teacher did not say it in the Torah as part of 
Shema. Shall we not recite it? But Jacob said it. But Jacob said it. 
In order to resolve this dilemma they established that this pas- 
sage should be recited surreptitiously." Rabbi Yitzhak said that 
the school of Rabbi Ami said: This is analogous to the daughter 
of a king who smelled the fragrance of the dried spices stuck to 
the bottom of the pot and craved to eat them. What can she do? 
If she tells her servants to give it to her, she will be disgraced, as 
the dried spices are a contemptible food. However, if she does 
not say she wants to eat them, she will endure suffering. Her 
servants began to bring them to her surreptitiously. One should 
conduct himself in that manner in similar cases of uncertainty. 


Rabbi Abbahu said: The Sages instituted that the people should 
recite it aloud due to the grievance of the heretics." It was insti- 
tuted to prevent the heretics from claiming that the Jews are 
surreptitiously reciting inappropriate statements. The Gemara 
adds: In Neharde’a,’ where there are no heretics, they recite it 
surreptitiously even now. 


The Sages taught a related matter in the Tosefta: The people of 
Jericho performed six actions, three in keeping with the will of 
the Sages and three against the will of the Sages. And these are 

what they did in keeping with the will of the Sages: They would 

graft palm trees the entire day of the fourteenth of Nisan; and 

they would bundle Shema; and they would harvest grain before 

the omer offering was brought. And these are what they did 

against the will of the Sages: They would pile the harvest before 

the omer; and they would make breaches in the walls of their 

gardens and their orchards to feed fallen fruit to the poor dur- 
ing drought years, so that the poor could take the fruit that had 

fallen on Shabbat and Festivals; and they would permit the use 

of consecrated branches of carob and of sycamore trees. This is 

the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


Rabbi Yehuda said to him: It is inaccurate to formulate it in that 
manner, as if they acted in keeping with the will of the Sages, all 
people would do so, not only the residents of Jericho. Rather, 
formulate it in this manner: Both these three acts and those three 
were performed against the will of the Sages. With regard to 
three the Sages reprimanded them; and with regard to three 
the Sages did not reprimand them. Since one could contend that 
the latter are permitted and the people of Jericho had already 
performed them, the Sages chose not to reprimand them. 
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And these are what they did for which the Sages did not 
reprimand them: They would graft palm trees the entire 
day; and they would bundle Shema; and they would harvest 
and pile grain before the omer offering was brought. And 
these are what they did for which the Sages reprimanded 
them: They would permit the use of consecrated branches 
of carob and of sycamore trees; they would make breaches 
in the walls of their gardens and orchards on Shabbat and 
Festivals, in order to feed the poor fallen fruit during 
drought years; and they would designate for the poor the 
produce in the corner in a field of vegetables." And the Sag- 
es reprimanded them for those actions. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Yehuda maintain that this 
harvest performed by the residents of Jericho was against the 
will of the Sages? Didn’t we learn in a mishna: The people 
of Jericho would harvest before the omer, in keeping with 
the will of the Sages, and they would pile the grain before 
the omer, against the will of the Sages, but the Sages did not 
reprimand them? 


Whom did you hear that said: Reprimanded and did not 
reprimand? It is Rabbi Yehuda, as Rabbi Meir uses the ter- 
minology: In keeping with the will and against the will. And 
yet, Rabbi Yehuda is teaching in the baraita that they would 
harvest in keeping with the will of the Sages. The Gemara 
answers with a question: And according to your reasoning, 
these three activities listed in the mishna, for which the Sages 
did not reprimand them, are actually four: Grafting palms, 
bundling Shema, harvesting, and piling. They are not three 
activities, as stated. Rather, delete harvest from the mishna 
here. Harvesting should not be listed with the activities for 
which the Sages did not reprimand them. 


It was taught in the baraita: They would permit the use of 
consecrated branches of carob and of sycamore trees. The 
Gemara explains the reason: They said: Our fathers conse- 
crated only the tree trunks, and therefore we can permit the 
consecrated branches" that have grown from the branches of 
carob and of sycamore’ trees. The Gemara explains that we 
are dealing with the growth that came afterward, and they 
hold in accordance with the one who said: There is no mis- 
use of consecrated property with regard to subsequent 
growth. And the Rabbis hold: Although there is no misuse 
of consecrated property, in any case, there is a prohibition. 


Consecrated branches - wapi by Niwa: Sycamore and 
carob trees are mentioned specifically, because their branch- 


es are generally pruned for their wood 
years or more frequently, and then they 


NOTES 
protested this practice, because when the owner conse- 
crated them, he knew that the branches are pruned and 
regrow. Therefore, he had the new branches in mind as well 
(see Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


once every seven 
regrow. The Sages 


NOTES 
Produce in the corner ina field of vegetables — PY TWA: At first 
glance, it is unclear why this practice is problematic. After all, the 
corner can be considered ownerless, which would also render it 
exempt from the obligation to tithe. Rather, for the produce to be 
considered ownerless it must be made available to everyone, and 
the produce designated in the corner of a field is available only to 
the poor (Tosefot Rid). 


BACKGROUND 


Sycamore - Map: The sycamore, Ficus sycomorus, is a tall, wide 
tree similar to a fig tree. Although it is possible to eat the fruits of 
a sycamore tree, the tree is usually grown for its wood, as the trunk 
is wide, large, and relatively light. In general, a sycamore is left to 
grow until it reaches a significant height and then it is chopped 
down. The remaining part of the tree grows again and is chopped 
down again every few years. Sycamore trees thrive in heat and 
grow primarily in lowland regions (see daf 53a, pp. 272-273). 


Old sycamore with a hollow trunk in Ramat Gan, Israel 
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BACKGROUND 


Lower palm branches [keifin] - 93: The branches 
on which the fruit grows, called makhebedot ac- 
cording to one explanation, are found among the 
larger branches of the tree. The keifin are the lower 
bent branches. 

According to the opinion that the makhebedot 
are branches, the keifin are then that which remains 
on the trunk from the branches that were severed. 


HALAKHA 

In which cases must one leave the produce in 
the corners of the field - 7x5 D92 TAN: Pro- 
duce grown in the corner of the field need only be 
separated from plants that are primarily grown as 
food; protected, as opposed to ownerless; draw 
sustenance from the ground, to exclude mush- 
rooms; harvested at one time, as opposed to figs; 
and are stored for preservation, to exclude veg- 
etables (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Mattenot 
Aniyyim 2:1-2). 
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It was taught in the baraita that the residents of Jericho created breaches 
so that during years of famine the poor could take fruit that fell on Shab- 
bat and Festivals. Ulla said that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: This 
dispute between the residents of Jericho and the Sages is with regard 
to dates no longer attached to the tree that fell onto the upper palm 
branches [makhebedot]. The Sages hold: We issue a decree to pro- 
hibit taking these dates, lest one climb the tree and pick dates still at- 
tached to the tree. And the people of Jericho hold: We do not issue a 
decree lest one climb the tree and pick dates. However, with regard 
to dates that fell onto lower palm branches [keifin], everyone agrees 
that taking fruit from these branches is permitted." 


Rava said to Ulla: But aren’t they are set-aside, as they are not prepared 
as food before Shabbat, since they fell from the tree on Shabbat itself? 
Any item prohibited during twilight on Shabbat eve remains prohibited 
throughout day, even if circumstances change. And if you say: These 
dates are not set-aside, since they are fit for consumption by domestic 
ravens, which can fly and gather the dates still attached to the tree, now, 
an item that is prepared for use for a person is not considered prepared 
for use for dogs, as we learned in a mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: If 
the animal was alive and not a carcass on Shabbat eve, it may not be 
fed to dogs on Shabbat because it was not expressly prepared for that 
purpose. Is food prepared for ravens considered prepared for a person? 
While it was alive, the animal was prepared for human consumption 
during twilight; nevertheless, it is prohibited to feed its carcass to the 
dogs. 


Ulla said to Rava: Yes, an item that is prepared for consumption for a 
person is not prepared for dogs, as any item that is fit for a person, 
one does not remove it from his thoughts; it remains exclusively for 
the use of a person. However, an item that is prepared for ravens" is also 
prepared for the use of a person. Any item that is fit for the use of a 
person, his thoughts are upon it. Although initially it is available only 
to ravens, a person is prepared to eat any food that becomes available to 
him. That is Ulla’s version of the statement of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish. 


When Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said a different 
version of that which Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: This dispute is 
with regard to dates that fell onto the lower palm branches, as the 
Sages hold: An item that is prepared for ravens is not prepared for a 
person. And the people of Jericho hold: An item that is prepared for 
ravens is prepared for a person. However, with regard to the dates on 
upper branches, everyone agrees that they are prohibited, as we issue 
a decree lest one climb the tree and pick dates. 


We learned in the mishna: And the residents of Jericho would designate 
for the poor the produce in the corner [pe‘a]" in a field of vegetables. 
The Gemara asks: And aren’t the people of Jericho of the opinion of 
that which we learned in a mishna: A principle was stated with regard 
to the produce of the corner of the field: Anything that is food, and is 
protected, and grows from the ground, and is gathered as one, and 
one brings it in to store for preservation is obligated in the halakhot 
of the produce in the corner of the field?" 


Upper branches [makhebedot] and lower branches [keifin] - 
papi nita3: Many different explanations are provided for the 
statements of Ulla and Ravin and the terms they employ. Ac- 
cording to Rashi and most other commentaries, the term 
makhebedot refers to the upper branches, so called because 
they were often used as brooms and the Hebrew word for 
sweeping is mekhabed. The Ra’avad explains that the word 
makhebedot connotes the clusters of dates that became 
separated from the tree. The word keifin refers to small, bent 
branches (see Meiri). Other authorities explain that they would 
sweep under the palm trees before Shabbat and the Festivals, or 
that brooms were kept there. Keifin were the rocks on which the 
dates fell from the palm trees (Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi). 

In legal terms, some authorities state that the Gemara is 
dealing with fruit that fell from the tree on the Festival itself, 
and that the dispute with regard to the upper branches is 
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NOTES 


whether people might climb the tree to pick other fruit. Rashi 
and additional commentaries teach that the debate concerns 
fruit that fell between the lower branches, and the Sages were 
concerned lest one pick dates from the higher branches. A 
third approach is that the fruit became separated from the tree 
before Shabbat, but remained in the tree's branches, making it 
impossible to reach it without climbing the tree. Meanwhile, 
some of the dates fell to the ground or between the rocks on 
Shabbat itself. In that case, the dispute pertains both to whether 
or not there is concern lest one pick the fruit and to whether 
the fruit is prohibited because it is set-aside (see Rabbi Zerahya 
HaLevi and Ra’avad). 


Prepared for ravens — pay) 1213: Some commentaries note 
that there is a distinction between food prepared for other 
animals, such as domesticated animals, and food prepared 


for ravens. Even if one raises ravens, they remain somewhat 
free. Therefore, the owner does not have a specific food in 
mind for them. Anything edible and accessible is prepared for 
them in his thoughts. This is not the case with other types of 
animals (Meiri). 


Produce in the corner [pe'a] — nya: The Torah states that a 
farmer is prohibited from harvesting the produce in the corner 
of his field. He must allow the poor to collect this produce 
themselves. The Sages decreed that the area of the corner must 
be at least one-sixtieth of the field. This mitzva appears in the 
Torah (Leviticus 19:9 and 23:22), and tractate Pe'a is devoted 
to the details of this mitzva. By Torah law, fields, vineyards, 
and olive groves are included in this mitzva (Tosafot). Based 
on those cases, the five criteria mentioned in the Gemara 
are derived. 
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The Gemara elaborates on each criterion in the mishna. Anything 
that is food; this comes to exclude the after-growths of woad’ and 
safflower.’ These plants are used as dyes and not for food. Therefore 
one need not designate the produce in the corners from them. And 
is protected; this comes to exclude ownerless crops. And grows 
from the ground; this comes to exclude truffles’ and mushrooms,’ 
which, unlike other plants, do not draw sustenance from the ground. 
And is gathered as one; this comes to exclude the fig tree, whose 
fruit is gathered throughout an extended period, as the figs do not 
ripen together. And one brings it in to storage for preservation; 
this comes to exclude vegetables, which cannot be stored for 
lengthy periods. 


Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: Here we are dealing with turnip 
heads, which can be stored for an extended period of time, and they 
disagree with regard to bringing it in to storage for preservation 
by means of another substance. Turnips are not stored alone. In 
order to store them, one preserves them in vinegar or a similar 
substance (Rabbeinu Hananel). One Sage, the residents of Jericho, 
holds: Storage by means of another substance such as vinegar is 
considered storage. And one Sage, i.e., the Sages, holds: It is not 
considered storage, and therefore one need not designate produce 
from the corner of the field from turnips. 


The Sages taught: Initially, they would designate the produce in 
the corner of the field from turnips and cabbages. Rabbi Yosei 
says: They would do so even from leeks [kaflot].' And it was 
taught in another baraita: They would designate the produce in 
the corner of the field from turnips and leeks. Rabbi Shimon says: 
They would do so even from cabbages. 


BACKGROUND 


Safflower — m¥ 4p: This term refers to what is today known as 
safflower, cartamus tinctorus, as well as by other names. This 
thistle-like plant is from the composite family, and its flowers 
were used to produce a yellow dye. Its leaves were used as 
animal feed, and today its seeds are used to produce high 
quality oil. 


Safflower 


Truffles — }°71123: Truffles, or Tuberaceae, are a unique type of 
mushroom which grow entirely underground. The fruit itself is 
shaped as a round bulb that can be black, brown or off-white. 


The diameter of a truffle is normally 3.5 cm, but it can grow 
up to 10 cm, with larger truffles weighing as much as 1 kg. 
These mushrooms can be located by examining the shape of 
the ground above them or by using animals trained to find 
them. Most young truffles are edible and they are considered 
a delicacy. 


Mushrooms - nists: Mushrooms, a type of fungus which 
also includes truffles, are a subsystem of plants within the Thal- 
lophyta system. All of the thousands of types of mushrooms lac 
chlorophyll and consequently are incapable of photosynthesis. 
Therefore, they are unable to assimilate nonorganic material. 
Even when they are in the ground, mushrooms do not draw 
sustenance from the earth itself, but rather from decompos- 
ing organic material within it. There are mushrooms that exis 
symbiotically with plants and are capable of taking in nitrogen 
and transferring it by means of mycorrhiza to the host plant. 

Mushrooms consist of thin strands that branch out into a 
braid called mycelium, which is the body of the mushroom, and 
through which its nutrients are absorbed. From that mycelium 
in the ground, the fruit itself, which contains the reproductive 
organs of the mushroom, emerges. The fruit is usually large 
and conspicuous, and that is the part of the mushroom that 
is consumed. 


BACKGROUND 


Woad - Dp: Woad, Isatis tinctoria, is a biannual plant with 
flat leaves and yellow flowers. Through a process of crushing 
and fermentation, a blue dye is produced from the leaves. 
Today the plant is rarely cultivated. 


Woad flowers 


Old woad mill in Thorey, Germany 


LANGUAGE 


Leeks [kaflot] - vibap: From the Greek cepadwtéc, kefalo- 
tos, literally meaning the head or top of an object. It is used 
in reference to the bulb of leeks. 
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Perek IV 
Daf57 Amuda 


NOTES 

Not because | begrudge — My »yw 2512 x: There is a vari- 
ant reading of this incident in the Jerusalem Talmud and the 
Tosefta. In that version, Bohayan does not say this, but it is 
the poor people who say this about him. They understood 
that he is not begrudging them the produce but trying to 
observe the rulings of the Sages. There are additional inci- 
dents illustrating his piety in the Jerusalem Talmud. 


The owners arose and consecrated the hides — owa wy 
owp: There is a difficulty with Rashi’s explanation that 
the owners in this case are the priests, who receive the hides 
from the sacrifices of the most sacred order: How could 
they consecrate an item that did not yet exist and was not 
yet in their possession? One explanation is based on the 
principle: The heart of the court stipulates that they will be 
consecrated, rendering them consecrated by the court's 
provision (Maharam Halawa). 


HALAKHA 
Division of the hides of the offerings - niniy npbn 
ongi: The hides from sacrificial animals that were given to 
the priests were kept until the end of the week. At that point 
they were divided between all the priests who belonged to 
the watch serving in the Temple during that week (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:20). 
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BACKGROUND 


Disputes with regard to produce grown in the corner [pe'a] of a field - 7x5 paw niptbnan: 


po The fist anna of Rabbivoset_| 


The first explanation: 
The word “even” adds to everything 


Rabbi Yosei 


Let us say that there are three tanna’im who dispute this point: The 
two unattributed opinions, each of which is referring to two vege- 
tables, and the opinion common to Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon 
that includes all three vegetables. The Gemara rejects this: No, there 
are only two tanna’im who dispute the point, and the first tanna 
whose opinion appears before the opinion of Rabbi Shimon is 
Rabbi Yosei. And the first tanna whose opinion appears before the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei is Rabbi Shimon. And what is the meaning 
of the word even in both their statements? They agree with regard 
to the first vegetable, turnips; however, they disagree with regard 
to the second, and replace it with another vegetable.’ 


The Gemara cites an episode from the Tosefta. The Sages taught: 
The son of a man named Bohayan designated for the poor the 
produce in the corner in a garden of vegetables, and his father 
Bohayan found the poor laden with vegetables and standing at 
the opening of the garden on their way out. He said to them: My 
sons, cast the vegetables that you have gathered from upon your- 
selves and I will give you twice the amount in tithed produce, and 
you will be no worse off. Not because I begrudge’ you what you 
have taken. Rather, it is because the Sages say: One does not 
designate for the poor the produce in the corner in a garden of 
vegetables. Therefore, the vegetables that you took require tithing. 


The Gemara asks: Why was it necessary for him to say to them: Not 
because I begrudge you what you have taken? It would have been 
sufficient to offer them tithed produce. The Gemara answers that 
he said it so they would not say: He is putting us off, taking what 
we collected now, but later he will not fulfill his commitment. 


Apropos the people of Jericho, the Gemara relates that powerful 
people would steal wood from them. The Sages taught: Initially, 
the priests would place the hides that were flayed from animals 
consecrated as offerings of the most sacred order, which were given 
to the priests, in the Parva chamber. In the evening, they would 
distribute them to the members of the family of priests serving in 
the Temple that day. And the powerful priests among them would 
take them by force before they could be distributed. The Rabbis 
decreed that they would distribute them each Shabbat eve," be- 
cause then all the families of both priestly watches came and took 
their part together. All the families from both the watch that was 
beginning its service and the one ending its service were together 
when they divided the hides. The powerful priests were unable to 
take the hides by force. 


Yet still the prominent priests by virtue of their lineage would take 

them by force. Due to their prominence, the members of the rest 
of the watch dared not challenge them. When they realized that 
there was no equitable distribution, the owners of the sacrifices 
(Merri) arose and consecrated the hides" to Heaven so the priests 
could not take them. 


| The first tanna of Rabbi Shimon | 


Rabbi Shimon 


Turnip and cabbage Turnip, cabbage, and leek Turnip and leek Turnip, leek, and cabbage 


The second explanation: ; : : À 
Tewad wen d oiyote taide Turnip and cabbage Turnip and leek Turnip and leek Turnip and cabbage 
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The Sages said: Not a few days passed before they had plated 
the entire Sanctuary with golden tablets with the proceeds 
from the redemption and sale of the hides. These plates were one 
cubit by one cubit and as thick as a golden dinar.’ And when 
the people assembled for the Festival pilgrimage they would 
remove the tablets and place them on a stair of the Temple 
Mount so that the pilgrims would see that the craftsmanship 
of the tablets was beautiful and without flaw [dalam]. After- 
ward they replaced the tablets in the Sanctuary. 


It was similarly taught that Abba Shaul says: There were syca- 
more tree trunks in Jericho, and powerful people would take 
them from their owners by force. The owners stood and con- 
secrated these trunks to Heaven. It was with regard to these 
trunks and the branches that grew from them that the residents 
of Jericho acted against the will of the Sages. 


With regard to the prominent priests and those like them, Abba 
Shaul ben Batnit said in the name of Abba Yosef ben Hanin: 
Woe is me due to the High Priests of the house of" Baitos, woe 
is me due to their clubs. Woe is me due to the High Priests of 
the house of Hanin; woe is me due to their whispers and the 
rumors they spread. Woe is me due to the High Priests of the 
house of Katros;° woe is me due to their pens that they use to 
write lies. Woe is me due to the servants of the High Priests of 
the house of Yishmael ben Piakhi;’ woe is me due to their fists. 
The power of these households stemmed from the fact that the 
fathers were High Priests, and their sons were the Temple 
treasurers, and their sons-in-law were Temple overseers 
[amarkalin].' And their servants strike the people with clubs, 
and otherwise act inappropriately. 


Apropos the critique of several prominent priests, the Gemara 
relates that the Sages taught: the people in the Temple court- 
yard all cried four cries, as they were in agreement over various 
issues (Pardes Rimonim). The first cry was: Leave here, sons 
of Eli," who defiled God’s Sanctuary (see 1 Samuel 2:22). Sub- 
sequently the priesthood was transferred to the house of Zadok. 
And an additional cry: Leave here, Yissakhar of Kfar Barkai, 
who honors himself and desecrates the items consecrated to 
Heaven. Due to his delicate nature and his disrespect for the 
Temple service, he would wrap his hands in silk [shirai]' and 
perform the service. This would invalidate the service because 
the silk was an interposition between his hands and the Temple 
vessels. Furthermore, his conduct demeaned the Temple service, 
as he demonstrated that he was unwilling to dirty his hands 
for it. 


And the people in the Temple courtyard cried additionally: 
Lift your heads, O gates, and let the righteous Yishmael ben 
Piakhi, the student of Pinehas ben Elazar the priest, enter 
and serve as High Priest, although the members of this family 
were violent. And the people in the Temple courtyard cried 
additionally: Lift your heads, O gates, and let Yohanan ben 
Narbbai, the student of Pinkai," enter and fill his belly with 
meat of offerings consecrated to Heaven, as he is worthy to 
eat offerings. 


NOTES 


Woe is me due to the house of, etc. -^9 man b 1i: Some 
commentaries explain that this does not mean that all these 
people listed were evil and violent, as at least one of them is 
also praised. Rather, it means that they were very powerful 
and ruled by force. In addition, they exerted their influence 
over the courts, preventing them from ruling properly; this 
was the focus of the Sages’ complaint (Rav Ya'akov Emden). 


Leave here, sons of Eli - by 492 [BI NY: This refers to what 
Eli said to his sons (1 Samuel 2:24):“No, my sons, for it is not a 


good report that | hear: You make the Lord's people transgress” 


(Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto). 


The student of Pinkai — »x25 by imaa: The Maharsha ex- 
plains that Pinkai is actually a nickname for Pinehas, while 
Yohanan ben Narbbai refers to Yohanan the Hasmonean 
High Priest. The latter became a Sadducee toward the end 
of his life. Consequently, the Gemara did not wish to con- 
nect him directly with Pinehas, so they altered his name 
slightly. 


BACKGROUND 
Thickness of a dinar - 3%» by iy: The thickness of a dinar 
was not uniform throughout the ages and decreased as time 
passed. In the mishnaic period the thickness of this coin was 
approximately 1.25 mm. However, it later decreased to one-third 
or one quarter of this measurement. 


The house of Katros - pimp ma: Following the Six-Day War, the 


Jewish quarter was rebuilt and extensive archeological excava- 


ions were conducted in the area. The excavations, headed by 
Dr. Nahman Avigad, were carried out from 1969 to 1982 under 
he auspices of the Institute of Archaeology of the Hebrew Uni- 
versity of Jerusalem, the Israel Exploration Society, and the Israel 
Department of Antiquities, which is today the Israel Antiquities 
Authority. In 1970 one of the findings was the Burnt House, a 
house that was found in ruins under a layer of ashes, indicating 
hat it had been burned down. Many stone vessels were found 
in the house, indicating that it was occupied by priests, as stone 
vessels do not contract ritual impurity. Also found in the house 
was a round stone weight 10 cm in diameter, and on it in square 
Aramaic script was the inscription Bar Katros, meaning the son of 
Katros, indicating that the house belonged to the Katros family. 


Illustration of stone weight with the inscription Bar Katros 


—— LANGUAGE 
Flaw [dalam] - abt: From the Greek, and according to the Arukh 
it should be read not as dalam but as 56Xo¢, dolos, meaning 
trickery or deceit. 


Overseers [amarkalin] - PYT: From the Old Persian 
hamarakara, meaning tax official. The term was adapted to 
refer to other position holders as well. 


Silk [shirai] - 
ing silk. 


IPW: From the Greek otptkoy, sirikon, mean- 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Yishmael ben Piakhi - »3x°5 ja xy» yay: Rabbi Yish- 
mael ben Piakhi, also known as Yishmael ben Pabi or Yishmael 
ben Piabi, was one of the priests appointed by Agrippa 11, de- 
spite the fact that the Sages disapproved of his family. Never- 
heless, they praised Rabbi Yishmael ben Piakhi’s good deeds. 

Rabbi Yishmael ben Piakhi came from an extremely wealthy 
amily. Some commentaries identify him as the High Priest who 
is referred to by his mother’s name, i.e., Yishmael the son of 
imhit in tractate Yoma 47a. If this identification is correct, then 
his brother also served as High Priest for a brief period. Rabbi 
Yishmael ben Piakhi served as High Priest for ten years, and is 
isted as one of the eight priests who performed the ritual of 
he red heifer. 
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NOTES §=——_———————- 
Would eat three hundred calves — may mixa wow bain ma: 
All commentators agree that Yohanan ben Narbbai required 
such a large quantity of food because he would host numer- 
ous guests and feed the poor (Arukh). 


Perek IV 
Daf57 Amud b 


NOTES = —W—___—__- 
Let it be sacrificed as the daily offering - xpand por: With 
many sacrifices one has the option of choosing a lamb or a 
goat. However, in the vast majority of communal offerings, 
a sheep is sacrificed. On that basis, Yissakhar of Kfar Barkai 
sought to prove that a lamb is preferable. 


Lamb and goat - tY} waa: Some commentaries explain this 
passage in the Gemara homiletically. The question was asked 
whether it is preferable to bring a lamb or a goat as a sin- 
offering. If one brings a lamb as a sin-offering, no one else 
except the priest who offers it will know that he sinned, since 
the assumption will be that he is voluntarily bringing a burnt- 
offering. On the other hand, if one brings a goat, it is clear 
that he is bringing a sin-offering. Therefore, according to this 
explanation, the question becomes whether or not it is prefer- 
able for a person to publicly shame himself in order to gain 
atonement for his sins (Rabbi Yehuda Bakhrakh). 


Blessed is God Who took retribution — ODUCT xampa 
mps Iw: This statement and similar ones appear throughout 
the Talmud. It means that it is preferable for one to be pun- 
ished for his sins in this world than to be punished in the 
next world. At times, immediate punishment is considered 
an auspicious sign. 


Did not study the mishna — prin xan xd: Even though 
the contents of the Mishna were not redacted and edited 
until several generations after the lifetime of Yissakhar of Kfar 
Barkai, the tannaitic statements from which it was composed 
were certainly extant during his lifetime. 


Both are equal - ppw Imaw: The method of exposition 
used in this context is not uncommon. At times, two items or 
people appear in a specific order, apparently indicating that 
the first is superior. However, if the reverse order appears even 
once, that indicates that the order is insignificant. 


LANGUAGE 


Retribution [mitarpesei] - "paw: Apparently Iranian and 
related to the Middle Persian padifrah, meaning punishment. 
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They said about Yohanan ben Narbbai that he and his house- 
hold would eat three hundred calves," and drink three hun- 
dred jugs of wine, and eat forty se‘a of doves for dessert. They 
said: Throughout all the days of Yohanan ben Narbbai there 

was no leftover sacrificial meat in the Temple, as he would 

make certain that someone ate it. The Gemara asks: What ulti- 
mately happened to Yissakhar of Kfar Barkai? They said: The 

king and the queen were sitting and talking. The king said that 
goat meat is better food, and the queen said lamb meat is bet- 
ter food. They said: Who can prove which one of us is correct? 

The High Priest can, as he offers sacrifices all day and tastes 

their meat. The High Priest had the right to take a portion from 

any sacrifice offered in the Temple, and therefore was well ac- 
quainted with the tastes of different meat. Yissakhar of Kfar 

Barkai came, and when they asked him this question, 


he signaled contemptuously with his hand and said: If goat is 
better, let it be sacrificed as the daily offering." The daily of- 
fering is a lamb, proving that its meat is preferable to that of a 
goat." The king said: Since he not only disagrees with me but 
has no reverence for the monarchy, as evident from his con- 
tempt, sever his right hand. He gave a bribe and the official 
severed his left hand. The king heard that Yissakhar had de- 
ceived him and had the official sever his right hand as well. Rav 
Yosef said: Blessed is God Who took retribution" [mitarpe- 
sei]! from Yissakhar of Kfar Barkai in this world and did not 
wait to punish him more severely in the next world. His punish- 
ment fit the crime; because he would not dirty his hands with 
sacrificial blood and was overzealous in keeping his hands clean, 
both his hands were severed. 


Rav Ashi said: Yissakhar of Kfar Barkai did not study the 

Mishna" and was an ignoramus who did not know that this ha- 
lakha is stated explicitly in the mishna. As we learned in a 

mishna: Rabbi Shimon says: Lambs take precedence over 
goats in every place they are mentioned in the Bible. I might 

have thought that this is because it is a more select species. 
Therefore, the verse states: “Ifhe brings a lamb as his offering” 
(Leviticus 4:32). The Torah passage where bringing a lamb as a 

sin-offering is discussed appears after the passage describing the 

sin-offering of a goat. The inconsistent order teaches that both 

these animals are equal." Ravina said: Yissakhar did not even 

read the Bible properly, as it is written: “Ifa lamb” (Leviticus 

4:32), “if a goat” (Leviticus 3:12), teaching: If one wishes let 

him bring a lamb; if one wishes let him bring a goat. There is 

no clear preference. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


The Gemara explained that the prohibition against performing labor on the eve of 
Passover is not absolute but is similar in scope to the restrictions on the intermediate 
days of a Festival. This prohibition was not observed in a universal manner; in some 
places people were accustomed to refrain from labor only from midday, while others 
refrained from labor throughout the day. Either way, a person is bound to the practice 
of the place he or she lives and may not veer from it. 


The main discussion of the chapter concerned the case of a person who travels 
from a place where one custom is observed to a place with a different custom. The 
Gemara explained that in such a case a person should act in accordance with the 
stringencies of both customs. This principle applies not just to the specific case of 
labor on Passover eve, but is true for all customs. Furthermore, this applies even if 
the customs of the person’s hometown are intrinsically linked to the environment 
of that place and logically should not apply elsewhere. All this is true, however, only 
where an individual continues to associate himself with his point of origin. Once a 
person is not just visiting a different place but has decided to relocate, he is bound 
only by the customs of his new locale. 


The acceptance of a custom is considered akin to taking a vow upon it. Therefore the 
customs observed by a whole locale have particular force, as a public vow cannot 
easily be revoked. For this reason, as long as a person identifies himself as a resident 
of that locale he is fully bound by its customs. However, for the same reason, a person 
is not technically bound by the customs observed in a place he is only visiting. The 
reason he is nevertheless required to observe those customs is to avoid the discord 
that could arise by acting differently to those around him. Because of this concern, in 
certain cases a person will be unable to observe the stringencies of his hometown’s 
customs because that itself may cause discord, and he would continue to observe his 
hometown’s customs only in private. 


Essentially, when dealing with changing customs, two values have to be preserved. 
A person’s personal obligation to the customs he is bound to and a person’s respon- 
sibility not to act in a way that could lead to discord. 


The Gemara also discussed the relative importance of different customs. This can 
be dependent on place, i.e., customs of Eretz Yisrael, due to the importance of the 
land, take preference over customs of the diaspora. This may also be dependent on 
who originally developed the custom, and whether they were Torah scholars or not. 
Some customs are considered to be unfounded and may therefore, in certain cases, 
not be binding at all. 


Summary of 
Perek IV 
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But only at the place which the Lord your God shall 
choose to cause His name to dwell in, there you shall 
sacrifice the Paschal lamb at evening, at the going 
down of the sun, at the season when you came out 


of Egypt. 
(Deuteronomy 16:6) 
And you shall keep it until the fourteenth day of the 


same month, and the whole assembly of the congrega- 
tion of Israel shall slaughter it in the afternoon. 


(Exodus 12:6) 


You shall not sacrifice the blood of My offering with 
leavened bread; neither shall the fat of My Festival 
offering remain all night until the morning. 


(Exodus 23:18) 


You shall not sacrifice the blood of My offering with 
leavened bread; neither shall the offering of the festival 
of Passover be left until the morning. 


(Exodus 34:25) 


So the service was prepared, and the priests stood in 
their place, and the Levites in their divisions, according 
to the king’s commandment. And they slaughtered the 
Paschal lambs, and the priests sprinkled [the blood, 
which they received] from their hand, and the Levites 
flayed them. 


(11 Chronicles 35:10-11) 


This chapter marks the beginning of the second section of tractate Pesahim: Tractate 
Pesah Sheni, which deals with the laws of the Paschal lamb. Chapter Five focuses 
specifically on the laws of its slaughter. 


The primary issue requiring clarification is the correct time for the slaughter. Many 
offerings are sacrificed on any given afternoon. What is the correct order in which 
to bring them, and where should the Paschal lamb be placed within that schedule? 
When Passover eve occurs on Friday or Shabbat, how will the scheduling be affected? 


This chapter also deals with some of the factors that can disqualify an offering. For 
example, if at the time of slaughter a person intends to eat the offering outside of 
the time within which it is supposed to be eaten, his intention invalidates the entire 
process. The chapter considers various disqualifications and how they apply to the 
Paschal lamb. 


One of the halakhot unique to the Paschal lamb is the prohibition against offering it 

“with leavened bread” (Exodus 23:18). The meaning of this prohibition needs to be 
clarified, as does the status of a Paschal lamb that was slaughtered in contravention 
of this rule. 


This chapter also describes how the Paschal lamb was offered in practice, and how 
the different services and responsibilities were delegated to ensure it was offered in 
the ideal manner. 


Introduction to 
Perek V 
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MI S HN A The daily afternoon offering" is slaugh- 

tered at eight and a halfhours" of the day, 
which is two and a half hours after midday, and is sacrificed, i.e., 
its offering on the altar is completed, at nine and a half hours of 
the day." On the eves of Passover, when the Paschal lamb must 
be offered after the daily offering, the daily offering is sacrificed 
earlier; it is slaughtered at seven and a halfhours and sacrificed 
at eight and a half hours, whether it occurs during the week or 
on Shabbat." If Passover eve occurs on Shabbat eve, when the 
Paschal lamb must be offered even earlier to ensure that it will 
be roasted before the onset of Shabbat, the daily offering is 
slaughtered at six and a half hours and sacrificed at seven and 
a half hours, and the Paschal lamb is offered thereafter." 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: From where are these 


matters derived, i.e., that the daily after- 
noon offering is sacrificed between eight and a half hours of the 
day and nine and a half hours? 


Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: As the verse concerning the 
daily offering says: “The one lamb you shall offer in the morn- 
ing and the second lamb you shall offer in the afternoon [bein 
ha‘arbayim]” (Numbers 28:4). He understands this as follows: 
The term for afternoon in the verse is a Hebrew phrase, the lit- 
eral meaning of which is “between [bein ] the evenings [arbayim].” 
In this context, it is referring to the period lasting from when the 
day begins progressing toward the evening, just after midday, 
until sunset. Divide this period between two evenings. How? 
Two and a half hours here constitute one evening, and two and 
a half hours there constitute another evening, and there is one 
hour in between to perform the ritual of sacrificing the daily 
offering. Consequently, the time of the daily offering must be 
during the hour that begins two and a half hours after midday 
and ends two and a half hours before sunset. That is the time 
determined in the mishna. 


Rava raised an objection: We learned in our mishna that on the 
eves of Passover the daily offering is slaughtered at seven and 
a half hours and sacrificed at eight and a half hours, both dur- 
ing the week and on Shabbat. And if it could enter your mind 
to say that the daily offering must be slaughtered at eight and a 
half hours by Torah law, how can we do it earlier merely for 
convenience? 


Rather, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi's source is rejected, and in- 
stead Rava said: The mitzva of the daily offering is from when 
the sun begins to descend westward so that the evening shadows 
slant eastward," shortly after midday. What is the reason for 
this? It is because the verse states: In the afternoon [bein 
ha‘arbayim], which we understand to mean from the time that 
the sun begins to descend westward [ma‘arav]. 


HALAKHA 


The time for slaughtering the daily offering - nwnw pat 
“vrai: The time for slaughtering the daily afternoon offering 
began when it was clear that the day had begun to progress 
toward evening, approximately half an hour after midday. 
The daily afternoon offering was ordinarily slaughtered at 
eight and a half hours into the day, which is two and a half 
hours after midday, and then sacrificed at nine and a half 
hours. This arrangement left time for the rest of the indi- 
vidual and communal sacrifices brought on that day to be 


sacrificed before the daily afternoon offering. On Passover 
eve, when the Paschal lamb was sacrificed after the daily 
offering, the latter was slaughtered at seven and a half hours 
into the day and sacrificed an hour later. When Passover eve 
occurred on Shabbat eve, the slaughter of the daily offering 
was advanced to six and a half hours into the day, in order 
to ensure that there would be sufficient time to roast the 
Paschal lamb before Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 1:3, 5). 


NOTES 
Daily offering - "an: The daily offering consisted of two lambs, 
one sacrificed in the morning and one in the afternoon of each 
day, which served to open and close the daily sacrificial ser- 
vice in the Temple. No sacrifices were brought either before the 
morning offering or following the afternoon offering. The single 
exception was the Paschal lamb, which was sacrificed following 
the daily afternoon offering on Passover eve. 


Hours — niy: Usually, hours in the Talmud are not fixed in 
length. These hours, known in modern halakhic literature as 
relative hours, are each one-twelfth of the length of the day. 
The twelve daylight hours start at sunrise and end at sunset. 
According to one opinion, they start at dawn and end with the 
appearance of three medium-sized stars. The length of the hour 
is not constant, but varies with the season. During the summer 
the daylight hours are longer and during the winter they are 
shorter. According to this system, six hours into the day is midday. 


During the week or on Shabbat - nawa ina: The daily af- 
ternoon offering was slaughtered at eight and a half hours into 
the day even on Shabbat when no other sacrifices were offered, 
because wherever possible, the preference is not to differentiate 
between Shabbat and weekdays (Meiri). 


And the Paschal lamb is offered thereafter — vyny noan: In 
the previous clause of the mishna, the phrase: And the Paschal 
lamb is slaughtered thereafter, is not employed, because when 
Passover eve occurs on Shabbat, there is no reason for haste in 
slaughtering the Paschal lamb, as it will be roasted only after 
Shabbat. On the contrary, if it is slaughtered too early in the day, 
there is concern lest the meat spoil (Sefat Emet). 


When the evening shadows slant eastward - a by wrw: 
In the Jerusalem Talmud, the following verse is cited: “For the 
day declines, for the shadows of the evening are stretched out 
(Jeremiah 6:4). While not an absolute proof of Rava's assertion, 
it does provide a depiction of his statement. The verse indicates 
hat at the time when the shadows begin to grow longer, it is 
already called evening. It has been noted that the Gemara’s 
ormulation indicates that the appropriate time begins only 
a half hour after midday, when it is evident that the shadows 
have begun to slant eastward and lengthen (Meiri). Some com- 
mentaries explain that in Eretz Yisrael, as is the case in most other 
places in the world, there are shadows even at midday because 
he sun is not directly overhead. Therefore, it is necessary to wait 
until the shadows begin to lengthen (Tosefot Yom Tov). 


” 
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NOTES 
The fats of the peace-offerings upon it - abn why 
nba: Some commentaries explain that the term upon 
it is “exclusionary, i.e., upon it and not upon another. In 
other words, it means upon the daily morning offering 
and not upon the daily afternoon offering (Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan). 


HALAKHA 


Additional offerings. ..bowls of frankincense — p5D132 
pa»: The two bowls of frankincense that accompanied 
he showbread were burned on Shabbat together with 
he additional offerings, prior to the libation of wine that 
accompanied the additional offerings. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Abaye, as recorded in 
ractate Yoma, that the additional offerings are sacrificed 
prior to the bowls of frankincense (Kesef Mishne). The 
bowls of frankincense are not offered after the libation 
of wine that accompanies the additional offerings, so as 
not to increase the scope of the dispute (Lehem Mishne; 
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Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 4:11, 6:11). 
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Therefore, on the rest of the days of the year, when there are many 
voluntary vow offerings and free-will offerings that must be sacri- 
ficed, these offerings are brought after the daily morning offering. 
As the Merciful One says with regard to the daily offering: “The 
fire on the altar shall be kept burning on it, it shall not be extin- 
guished; and the priest shall kindle wood on it every morning; he 
shall prepare the burnt-offering upon it and shall cause the fats of 
the peace-offerings to go up in smoke upon it” (Leviticus 6:5)." 


And the Master said that the phrase: “The fats of the peace- 
offerings upon it” should be interpreted in the following manner: 

“Upon it,” i.e., after this daily morning burnt-offering; only then 
should the priest complete all the other offerings. This teaches that 
all the other offerings must be sacrificed after the daily morning 
offering and prior to the daily afternoon offering. Since many offer- 
ings must be sacrificed prior to the daily afternoon offering, rather 
than sacrificing the latter at six and a half hours, as soon as it is 
permitted to do so, we postpone the offering for two hours, and 
sacrifice it at eight and a half hours of the day. 


On the eves of Passover, on the other hand, when there is the 
Paschal lamb that must be brought after the daily afternoon offer- 
ing, and sufficient time must be left for the slaughter of the numer- 
ous Paschal lambs, we advance the daily afternoon offering one 
hour and sacrifice it at seven and a half hours. When Passover eve 
occurs on Shabbat eve, when there is also the roasting of the 
Paschal lamb, which does not override the Shabbat prohibitions 
and therefore must be completed before Shabbat, we establish its 
sacrifice at the earliest time that its halakha allows, at six and a half 
hours. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to the daily offering, like 

its arrangement during the week, so is its arrangement on Shab- 
bat; this is the statement of Rabbi Yishmael. Rabbi Akiva says: 

Like its arrangement on Passover eve. 


The Gemara asks: What is the baraita saying? How is it to be un- 
derstood? Abaye said: This is what it is saying: With regard to the 
daily offering, like its arrangement on Passover eve that occurs 
during the week, when it is slaughtered at seven and a half hours, 
so is its arrangement on Passover eve that occurs on Shabbat, 
when it is also slaughtered at seven and a half hours. There is no 
distinction in this regard between Shabbat and a weekday; this is 
the statement of Rabbi Yishmael. Rabbi Akiva says: Like its ar- 
rangement on Passover eve that occurs on Shabbat eve, when it 
is slaughtered at six and a half hours, so is its arrangement when 
Passover eve occurs on Shabbat, when it is also slaughtered at six 
and a half hours. Therefore, the mishna that teaches that on Pass- 
over eve, the daily offering is slaughtered at seven and a half hours 
and offered at eight and a half hours, both during the week and on 
Shabbat, is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael. 


The Gemara seeks to clarify: According to this explanation, with 
regard to what principle do these tanna’im disagree? The Gemara 
answers: They disagree about whether or not the additional offer- 
ings of Shabbat precede the bowls of frankincense." On Shabbat, 
in addition to the regular daily rite, additional Shabbat offerings 
were sacrificed, and the frankincense that had been placed in bowls 
on the showbread the previous Shabbat and remained there 
throughout the week was burned on the altar. The dispute is as fol- 
lows: Rabbi Yishmael holds that the additional offerings precede 
the bowls. Therefore, the priest sacrificed the additional offerings 
at six hours, as everyone agrees that the time to sacrifice the addi- 
tional offerings is at six hours; and he offered the bowls at seven 
hours; and then he sacrificed the daily offering at seven and a half 
hours. Rabbi Akiva holds that the bowls precede the additional 
offerings. Therefore, the priest offered the bowls at five hours, 
sacrificed the additional offerings at six hours, and sacrificed the 
daily offering at six and a half hours. 
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Rava strongly objects to this explanation. Is Rabbi Akiva teach- 
ing: Like its arrangement on Passover eve that occurs on Shab- 
bat eve? He did not formulate his opinion in this manner; he 
merely teaches: Like its arrangement on Passover eve. There- 
fore, the above explanation does not correspond to Rabbi Akiva’s 
formulation. Rather, Rava said an alternative explanation of the 
dispute. This is what the baraita is saying: Like the arrangement 
of the daily offering on an ordinary day during the week, so is 
its arrangement on Shabbat that occurs on Passover eve. The 
daily offering is sacrificed at eight and a half hours; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Yishmael. Rabbi Akiva says: Like its ar- 
rangement on Passover eve that occurs on a weekday, so is its 
arrangement on Passover eve that occurs on Shabbat, at seven and 
a half hours. Therefore, the mishna that teaches that the time to 
sacrifice the daily offering on Passover eve is the same both dur- 
ing the week and on Shabbat is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Akiva. 


The Gemara asks: According to this explanation, with regard to 
what point do they disagree? They disagree with regard to the 
possibility that the meat will become warm and spoil before it is 
roasted." Rabbi Yishmael holds that we are concerned lest the 
meat become warm and spoil. As the daily offering is slaughtered 
earlier on Shabbat, the Paschal lamb is also slaughtered earlier. 
Since it is prohibited to roast the meat until the conclusion of 
Shabbat, the concern is that the meat will spoil with the passage 
of time. And Rabbi Akiva holds: We are not concerned lest the 
meat become warm and spoil. Therefore, it is possible to slaugh- 
ter the Paschal lamb earlier, even when Passover eve occurs on 
Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: If, according to the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, we 

are not concerned that the meat might spoil, let us sacrifice the 

daily offering at six and a half hours, as there are many Paschal 

lambs and no voluntary vow or free-will offerings to be sacrificed. 
* Why, then, should they postpone the daily offering? The Gemara 

responds that Rabbi Akiva holds: The additional offerings pre- 
cede the bowls and therefore the priest would sacrifice the ad- 
ditional offerings at six hours, and offer the bowls at seven hours, 
and then sacrifice the daily offering at seven and a half hours. 


Rabba bar Ulla strongly objects to this explanation. Does the 
baraita teach: Like the arrangement of the daily offering during 
the week, so is its arrangement on Shabbat that occurs on Pass- 
over eve; this is the statement of Rabbi Yishmael? The baraita 
simply teaches: So is its arrangement on Shabbat. Rava’s expla- 
nation also fails to correspond to the wording of the baraita. 


Rather, Rabba bar Ulla said: The baraita should be understood 

as referring not to the eve of Passover, but to the rest of the days 

of the year, and this is what it is teaching: Like its arrangement 

on an ordinary day during the week, so is its arrangement on 

an ordinary Shabbat, at eight and a half hours; this is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Yishmael, who maintains that there is no distinc- 
tion at all in this regard between Shabbat and a weekday. 


NOTES 

Warming of the meat - xwa v23: Tosafot maintain 
that the concern is that the meat might spoil because 
the intestines were not rinsed on Shabbat. Other com- 
mentaries suggest that the reason for concern is that the 
animal was not skinned, as there are tannaiim who rule 
that it is prohibited to skin the Paschal lamb on Shabbat 
(Rabbeinu Yehonatan; Meiri). 
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Rabbi Akiva says: Like its arrangement on an ordinary Passover 
eve that occurs on a weekday, at seven and a half hours, so is its ar- 
rangement on an ordinary Shabbat. Since no free-will offerings are 
offered on Shabbat, the daily offering can be sacrificed earlier. And the 
mishna, which teaches that the daily offering on Passover eve is 
slaughtered at the same time, whether during the week or on 
Shabbat," can be said to be in agreement with all opinions, both that 
of Rabbi Yishmael and that of Rabbi Akiva. 


According to this explanation, with regard to what principle do these 

tanna’im disagree? They disagree concerning whether a decree 
should be issued on account of voluntary vows and free-will offer- 
ings. Rabbi Yishmael holds that we issue a decree for Shabbat due 
to weekdays. During the week, the sacrifice of the daily afternoon 
offering is postponed until eight and a half hours of the day, due to the 
voluntary offerings that must be sacrificed before the daily offering. 
The same should be done on Shabbat, so as to avoid distinctions. And 
Rabbi Akiva holds that we do not issue such a decree. 


The Gemara asks: If we do not issue such a decree, why do we post- 
pone the sacrifice of the daily offering until seven and a half hours? Let 
us sacrifice it at six and a half hours. The Gemara responds: Rabbi 
Akiva holds that the additional offerings precede the bowls of frank- 
incense. Consequently, the priest sacrifices the additional offerings 
at six hours, and offers the bowls at seven hours, and sacrifices the 
daily offering at seven and a half hours. 


The Gemara raises an objection with regard to these explanations 
from another baraita which teaches: The daily offering is sacrificed 
throughout the entire year in accordance with its law. In other words, 
it is slaughtered at eight and a half hours and sacrificed at nine and 
a half hours. And on the eve of Passover it is slaughtered at seven 
and a half hours and sacrificed at eight and a half hours. If Passover 
eve occurs on Shabbat it is as if it occurred on a Monday, i.e., it is 
like an ordinary weekday. This indicates that no distinction is made 
with regard to the eve of Passover, whether it occurs on Shabbat or 
during the week; this is the statement of Rabbi Yishmael. Rabbi 
Akiva says: If the eve of Passover occurs on Shabbat, its arrangement 
is like its arrangement on the eve of Passover when it is advanced to 
six and a half hours of the day. 


Granted, according to the opinion of Abaye, this baraita works out 
well, as it is consistent with his explanation of the previous baraita. 
But according to the opinion of Rava, it is difficult." The Gemara 
responds: Rava could have said to you: Do not say: It is as if it oc- 
curred on a Monday. Rather say: It is like an ordinary Monday, and 
explain the words as follows: Ifthe eve of Passover occurs on Shabbat, 
no changes are introduced, and the daily offering is sacrificed at the 
same time that it is sacrificed on an ordinary weekday, at eight and a 
half hours of the day. 


NOTES 


Whether during the week or on Shabbat - nawa pa bina pa: 
The meaning of this phrase in the mishna also varies according to 
the different opinions in the Gemara. According to the opinions 
of Abaye and Rava, the phrase in the mishna: Whether during the 
week or on Shabbat, relates to the two issues previously discussed: 
The sacrifice of an ordinary daily offering at eight and a half hours 
into the day, where there is no distinction between during the 
week and Shabbat, and the sacrifice of the daily offering on the 


eve of Passover, whether during the week or on Shabbat. However, 


according to the opinion of Rabba bar Ulla, the phrase: Whether 
during the week or on Shabbat, is referring exclusively to the daily 
offering on Passover eve. As he understands Rabbi Akiva, during 


the rest of the year, the daily offering during the week and on 
Shabbat were brought at different times (Tosefot Rid). 


The opinion of Rabba bar Ulla - xy 32 7131 nw: Tosafot 
discuss Rabba bar Ulla’s possible response to the baraitot that 
present the dispute between Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Yishmael. 
Rabba bar Ulla can respond to the challenge from one baraita 
as did Rava, and to the challenge from the other baraita as did 
Abaye. Alternatively, he can argue that Rabbi Akiva disagrees only 
about the first clause of the baraita, saying that the procedure on 
an ordinary Shabbat is the same as that on the eve of Passover, 
which is, in fact, Rabba bar Ulla’s opinion. 
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The Gemara raises an objection from another baraita: If the eve of 
Passover occurs on Shabbat, the daily offering is sacrificed in ac- 
cordance with its arrangement all year long, at eight and a half 
hours of the day;" this is the statement of Rabbi Yishmael. Rabbi 
Akiva says: It is sacrificed in accordance with its arrangement on 
an ordinary Passover eve. Granted, according to the opinion of 
Rava, this baraita works out well. But according to the opinion of 
Abaye, it is difficult. 


Abaye can say to you: Do not say according to Rabbi Yishmael’s 
statement in the baraita: In accordance with its arrangement all 
year long. Rather, say: In accordance with its arrangement every 
year; this is the statement of Rabbi Yishmael. In other words, no 
distinction is made between the eve of Passover that occurs on 
Shabbat and the eve of Passover that occurs during the week. The 
daily offering is sacrificed at seven and a halfhours. This is consistent 
with Abaye’s opinion. According to this explanation, Rabbi Akiva 
says that the halakha is not so. Instead, the daily offering is sacrificed 
in accordance with its arrangement on Passover eve that occurs 
on Shabbat eve. This is the way the baraita must conclude according 
to Abaye." 


As the Gemara mentioned previously that the daily morning offer- 
ing precedes all other sacrifices, it cites a baraita that explains this 
law. The Sages taught: From where is it derived that no sacrifice 
shall precede the daily morning offering? The verse states: “And 
the fire on the altar shall be kept burning on it, it shall not be extin- 
guished; and the priest shall kindle wood upon it every morning, 
and he shall prepare the burnt-offering upon it and shall cause the 
fats of the peace-offerings to go up in smoke upon it” (Leviticus 6:5). 
The Gemara asks: What is the biblical derivation?" In other words, 
how is it derived that the burnt-offering in this verse is referring to 
the daily morning offering? Rava said: “The burnt-offering,’’ with 
the definite article, is referring to the first burnt-offering," i.e., the 
daily morning offering, which is first both chronologically and in 
terms of importance. 


| NOTES | 


Summary of interpretations of the baraita - way] pabw PANT NIWA Nyw: The following chart summarizes the different 
opinions regarding the hour at which the afternoon offering i is sacrificed. The first row shows the opinion of our mishna. The last 
six rows show how the opinions of Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Akiva that appear in the baraita were interpreted by the amoraiim. 


Mishna 75 75 6.5 8.5 

Abaye — Rabbi Yishmael 75 (1) 75 (1) 6.5 8.5 

Abaye — Rabbi Akiva 75 6.5 (2) 6.5 (2) 85 

Rava — Rabbi Yishmael 75 8.5 (3) 6.5 8.5 (3) 

Rava — Rabbi Akiva 75 (4) 7.5 (4) 65 85 

Rabba bar Ulla — Rabbi Yishmael 75 75 6.5 8.5 (5) 8.5 (5) 
Rabba bar Ulla — Rabbi Akiva 7.5 (6) 75 6.5 8.5 7.5 (6) 


( 
(2) 
(3) 
( 
( 
( 


1) Like its arrangement on Passover eve that occurs on a weekday, so is its arrangement on Passover eve that occurs on Shabbat. 
Like its arrangement on Passover eve that occurs on a Shabbat eve, so is its arrangement on Passover eve that occurs on Shabbat. 
Like its arrangement on a standard weekday, so is its arrangement on Passover eve that occurs on Shabbat. 

4) Like its arrangement on Passover eve that occurs on a weekday, so is its arrangement on Passover eve that occurs on Shabbat. 
5) Like its arrangement on a standard weekday, so is its arrangement on a standard Shabbat. 

6) Like its arrangement on Passover eve, so is its arrangement on a standard Shabbat. 


Sacrificing the daily offering on Shabbat - wana n2777 
nawa: The daily afternoon offering is sacrificed on Shabbat 
at eight and a half hours, just as it is during the week. The 
Rambam ruled in accordance with the opinion of Rava in 
his dispute with Abaye, following the talmudic principle 
hat Rava's opinion is accepted in disputes with Abaye. He 
also did not accept the opinion of Rabba bar Ulla, as the 
ast two baraitot cannot be easily understood according to 
he latter's interpretation. Although there the wording of 
he first baraita presents a certain difficulty to Rava’s posi- 
ion, it is preferable to interpret the baraita in a somewhat 
orced manner than to reject the opinion of Rava in its en- 
irety (Llehem Mishne; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 1:3). 


| NOTES = —W¥— 
What is the derivation — xan In: The Gemara may 
also be asking: What is the derivation of the halakha that 
the daily morning offering is sacrificed first? Perhaps the 
verse is merely establishing the location of the daily morning 
offering (Sefat Emet). 


Burnt-offering - mhiy: A burnt-offering is totally consumed 
on the altar in the Temple. A burnt-offering may be brought 
from male cattle, sheep, goats, or doves. Private individuals 
generally bring this offering as a free-will offering. However, 
there are times when it is sacrificed to atone for the willful 
non-fulfillment of a positive mitzva or for immoral or idola- 
trous thoughts, and there are certain situations where indi- 
viduals are required to bring a burnt-offering together with 
other offerings. Many of the communal offerings, e.g., the 
daily offering and many of the additional offerings brought 
on Shabbat and Festivals, are burnt-offerings. 
Burnt-offerings are considered sacrifices of the most sa- 
cred order. They must be slaughtered in the northern portion 
of the Temple courtyard and their blood is sprinkled at the 
two opposite corners of the altar, i.e., the northeastern and 
southwestern corners, so that it touches all four sides. After- 
ward, the animal's hide is removed and given to the priests, 


and its limbs are separated. The remainder of the blood is 


then poured out at the base o 
offered on the altar. 


The burnt-offering, the first bi 


the altar and the limbs are 


urnt-offering - aby mya 


AWK: See Rashi. The Meiiri offers a slightly different expla- 


nation: It is the first burnt-offering mentioned in the Torah 
portion of Tzav (Leviticus 6:2). Other commentaries explain 
that it is the first burnt-offering sacrificed by the Israelites in 
the desert, or that it is the first in terms of the altar, for the 
Sages stated that a new altar is inaugurated only with the 
daily morning offering (Tosafot). 
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NOTES 


Peace-offerings — ony: Male and female cattle or sheep may be 
sacrificed as peace-offerings. As offerings of lesser holiness they 
may be slaughtered anywhere within the Temple courtyard. Their 
blood is sprinkled on the two opposite corners of the altar in such 
a manner that it will descend on each of the altar's four sides. Part 
of each peace-offering is burned on the altar, part is given to the 
priests, namely the breast and the right hind leg, and the rest is 
eaten by the person bringing the offering, with his family, anywhere 
in the city either on the day the animal is sacrificed, the following 
day, or during the intervening night. With the exception of the 
Festival peace-offering, and a few other cases, peace-offerings were 
brought voluntarily, i.e., they were free-will offerings. 


Incense — nvivp: The incense was a mixture of ingredients placed 
on the golden altar in the Temple and burned each morning and 
evening. The incense contained eleven ingredients in fixed propor- 
tions. As with all other offerings, some salt was added to the incense. 
A special herb was also added, which would smolder and emit a 
column of smoke that rose straight up. Generally the incense would 
be prepared in sufficient quantity for an entire solar year, including 
the amounts needed daily and the additional requirements for the 
Yom Kippur service. It is severely prohibited to prepare incense ac- 
cording to the Temple formula for use outside the Temple, and one 
who does so is liable to receive karet. 


Perek V 
Daf59 Amuda 


NOTES 


About which it is stated:“In the evening” and “in the afternoon” -— 
"Da wh prr Iwy ja mW: Delaying the Paschal lamb until after 

the daily afternoon sacrifice seems to follow from the fact that the 

word evening indicates a later time than the word afternoon, rather 

than from the repetitive use of two equivalent terms, erev and bein 

haarbayim. This derivation is very different from the one used to 

teach that the burning of the incense precedes the daily morning 

offering, as that is derived from the double use of the word morning 

(Sefat Emet, Meiri). 


An item...should be sacrificed after — 337 "Mx»: The Rambam 
writes that the Paschal lamb is delayed until after the daily afternoon 
offering because there would not be sufficient time to slaughter 
all the Paschal lambs beforehand. This reason is in addition to the 
Gemara’s derivation from the biblical text. It is also possible that the 
Rambam is explaining the rationale for the halakha that is learned 
from this derivation. 


HALAKHA 
Allocate the candelabrum its measure - any ay Į: The priests 
filled each lamp of the candelabrum with a half-/og of oil, which was 
the amount necessary to keep it burning from evening until morn- 
ing (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:11). 
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The baraita continues: And from where is it derived that noth- 
ing is sacrificed after the daily afternoon offering? The verse 

states: “And shall cause the fats of the peace-offerings to go 

up in smoke upon it.” The Gemara again asks: What is the 

derivation? Abaye said: “Upon it.” Upon, i.e., after, the first 
burnt-offering, that is, the daily morning offering, may the 

peace-offerings," i.e., the voluntary vow and free-will offerings, 
be sacrificed throughout the day. But peace-offerings may not 

be sacrificed upon, i.e., after, its counterpart, which is the daily 
afternoon offering. 


Rava strongly objects to this explanation: If so, say it is peace- 
offerings that we must not sacrifice after the daily afternoon 
offering, but burnt-offerings we may sacrifice, since this deri- 
vation is referring only to peace-offerings. Rather, Rava said: 
“The peace-offerings [hashelamim] upon it” should be homi- 
letically interpreted to mean that upon the daily morning offer- 
ing, rather than after the daily afternoon offering, completes 
[hashlem] the offering of all other sacrifices. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: The daily offering precedes 
the offering of the Paschal lamb, the Paschal lamb precedes 
the afternoon burning of the incense," and the burning of 
the incense precedes the lighting of the lamps of the Temple 
candelabrum. 


An item, i.e., the Paschal lamb, about which it is stated: “In the 
evening” and “in the afternoon,’’ should be sacrificed after’ 
an item, the daily afternoon offering, about which it is not 
stated “in the evening,” but only “in the afternoon.” With re- 
gard to the Paschal lamb, the verse says: “You shall sacrifice the 
Paschal lamb in the evening, at the going down of the sun, at the 
season in which you came out of Egypt” (Deuteronomy 16:6), 
and it also says: “And the whole assembly of the congregation 
of Israel shall slaughter it in the afternoon” (Exodus 12:6), where- 
as regarding the daily afternoon offering it only says: “And the 
second lamb you shall offer in the afternoon” (Numbers 28:4). 


The Gemara asks: If that is so, that the halakha that the Paschal 
lamb is offered after the daily afternoon offering is derived 
from these verses, then the burning of the incense and the 
lighting of the lamps of the candelabrum should also precede 
the offering of the Paschal lamb. The item, the Paschal lamb, 
about which it is stated “in the evening” and “in the afternoon” 
should be sacrificed after the item about which it is stated 
only: “And when Aaron lights the lamps in the afternoon he 
shall burn it, a perpetual incense before the Lord throughout 
your generations” (Exodus 30:8), which relates to both the 
burning of the incense and the lighting of the lamps. 


The Gemara answers: It is different there, in the case of lamps, 
as the Merciful One explicitly excludes in the Torah the pos- 
sibility that the lamps will be kindled first by means of the word 

it [oto], which emphasizes that the lamps are kindled later. The 

Gemara clarifies: As it was taught in a baraita concerning the 

verse pertaining to the lamps: “In the tent of meeting, outside of 
the veil, which is before the testimony, Aaron and his sons shall 

set it in order from evening to morning before the Lord; it shall 

be a statute forever to their generations on behalf of the children 

of Israel” (Exodus 27:21). The phrase “from evening to morning” 
indicates that you shall allocate the candelabrum its measure" 

of oil, so that it will burn from evening until morning. 
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The baraita continues: Alternatively, the same verse can be inter- 
preted as follows: There is no rite that is valid from evening 
until morning but this one alone, since all the other rites are 
performed only during the day. What is the reason that this verse 
is interpreted to mean that lighting the lamps is the only rite valid 
from evening until morning? It is because the verse said with 
regard to the candelabrum: “Aaron and his sons shall set 
[ya‘arokh] it [oto] in order, to burn from evening to morning? 
The verse uses the separate word it [oto], rather than a pronominal 
suffix attached to the word yaarokh to form the word ya‘arkhenu, 
in order to emphasize that it, the lighting of the candelabrum, is 
from evening until morning, but no other rite is from evening 
until morning. 


3 


And the Torah juxtaposes the burning of the incense to the 
kindling of the lamps, as it explicitly states that the incense is 
burned at the time the lamps are kindled: “And when Aaron lights 
the lamps in the afternoon, he shall burn it, a perpetual incense” 
(Exodus 30:8). From this it is derived that no other rite is per- 
formed in the Temple after burning the incense and lighting the 
lamps, not even the Paschal lamb." 


That explains the opinion cited in the previous baraita and its 

sources. It should, however, be noted that it was explicitly taught 

in a baraita in accordance with our difficulty and contrary to the 

opinion cited in the previous baraita: The daily afternoon offer- 
ing precedes the afternoon burning of the incense," the burning 

of the incense precedes the lighting of the lamps, and the lighting 

of the lamps precedes the Paschal lamb. This is proof that this is 

the correct order: An item, the Paschal lamb, about which it is 

stated “in the evening” and “in the afternoon” should be de- 
layed until after an item, i.e., the incense and lamps, about which 

it is stated only “in the afternoon.” 


The Gemara asks: As already stated, isn’t “it” written in the verse, 
from which it is derived that lighting the lamps is the final Temple 
rite of the day? The Gemara answers: This word “it” is necessary, 
in order to exclude a rite that is performed inside the sanctuary, 
as opposed to the Paschal lamb, which is sacrificed outside, in the 
courtyard. The Gemara asks: And what is this rite? The Gemara 
answers: The burning of the incense. It could have entered your 
mind to say that since it is written: “And when Aaron lights 
the lamps in the afternoon he shall burn it” (Exodus 30:8), say 
that perhaps we should light the lamps first and then we should 
burn the incense, as the verse does not clearly state which of the 
two comes first. Therefore, the Merciful One excludes this pos- 
sibility by use of the word “it,” from which it is derived that no 
other rite is performed inside the sanctuary after the lamps are 


kindled. 


The Gemara asks: However, if that is the halakha, why do I need 
the phrase “in the afternoon he shall burn it,’ which seems to 
add nothing? The Gemara answers that this is what the Merciful 
One is saying: This verse does not come to establish the time for 
lighting the lamps; it comes to teach that at the time when you 
light the lamps, the incense should already be burning. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: Nothing may precede the daily 
morning offering but the morning burning of the incense alone, 
as it is stated about the burning of the incense: “In the morning, 
in the morning.” And it is derived that the incense, an item about 
which it is stated: “In the morning, in the morning,’ as it is 
written: “And Aaron shall burn upon it incense of sweet spices; 
in the morning, in the morning, when he dresses the lamps, he 
shall burn it” (Exodus 30:7), should precede an item, the daily 
offering, about which only one morning is stated: “The one 
lamb you shall offer in the morning” (Numbers 28:4). 


NOTES ——__—_—_—_—_- 
Rites after the incense - mivpa an) nitiay: Two other 
Temple rites are performed at night: Burning the sacrificial 
parts of offerings and removing the ashes from the altar. 
However, these are not relevant to our discussion because 
the burning of the sacrificial parts is merely the conclusion 
of the rite that begins before the incense, and the removal 
of the ashes is considered the first rite of the following day 
(Tosafot in tractate Menahot 89a). 


HALAKHA 

The daily offering precedes the incense, etc. - otip PAA 
^D npp: The daily afternoon offering is sacrificed, followed 
by the burning of the incense, then the lighting of the can- 
delabrum, and finally the sacrifice of the Paschal lambs. The 
halakha is in accordance with the last baraita, as the Gemara 
indicates that it is more reasonable (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1:4). 
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NOTES 


One who lacks atonement - w833 WAN: This category 
includes a man suffering from gonorrhea [zav], a leper, 
and a woman after childbirth. There are five possible sets 
of offerings that one who lacks atonement must bring: 
The purification process of a zav includes bringing a pair 
of turtledoves or pigeons, one as a sin-offering and one 
as a burnt-offering. A wealthy leper brings lambs as a 
sin-offering, a burnt-offering, and a guilt-offering. A poor 
leper brings a pair of turtledoves or pigeons, one as a sin- 
offering and one as a burnt-offering, and a lamb as a guilt- 
offering. A wealthy woman after childbirth brings a bird as 
a sin-offering and a lamb as a burnt-offering, whereas a 
poor woman brings a pair of turtledoves or pigeons, one 
as a sin-offering and one as a burnt-offering. 


Positive mitzva to eat sacrificial meat...to complete — 
awa Dw apt wy: The Meiri explains that the positive 
mitzva to eat sacrificial meat is passively violated when 
that food is not eaten in the allotted time, whereas the 
command of completion is actively violated when another 
offering is brought after the daily afternoon offering. This is 
another reason why the command to eat sacrificial meat 
should not override the mitzva of completion. 


Guilt-offering — DW: A guilt-offering is one of the sacri- 
fices of the most sacred order and may be eaten only by 
priests on the day it is offered and the following night. The 
halakhot of its slaughter, the sprinkling of its blood on the 
altar, and the burning of its fats are like those governing 
the peace-offering. A ram is the only animal used for a 
guilt-offering. 


HALAKHA 
One who lacks atonement — w33 Wana: On Passover 
eve, one who lacks atonement can bring his offering after 


the daily afternoon offering, in accordance with the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 1:4). 


Leaves sacrificial parts overnight on the top of the altar — 
nav bw iwa Aydin: Limbs, fats, and handfuls of flour- 
offerings that were left overnight on the top of the altar 
are burned on the altar the next day (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:11). 
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And similarly, nothing may be delayed until after the daily afternoon 

offering but the afternoon burning of the incense, the lighting of the 

lamps, the offering of the Paschal lamb, and one who lacks atone- 
ment™ on Passover eve, i.e., one who was ritually impure, such as a 

leper or a zav, and who immersed in a ritual bath to become pure. 
Such a person is required to bring an offering before he may partake 

of consecrated food, and he is referred to as one who lacks atonement 
until he does so. In the event that he neglects to bring his offering 

before the daily afternoon offering on Passover eve, the Sages insti- 
tuted a special ordinance to enable him to bring his offering even after 
the daily offering. He immerses a second time after bringing the of- 
fering, thereby becoming fit to eat sacrificial foods, and he eats his 

Paschal lamb in the evening. 


Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, says that even 
one who lacks atonement on the rest of the days of the year brings 
his offering after the daily afternoon offering, and that he immerses 
and eats sacrificial food from a voluntary offering that he brought 
during the day, in the evening. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the first tanna, who permits 
sacrificing offerings after the daily afternoon offering only for one who 
lacks atonement on Passover eve, there is good reason for this policy: 
The positive mitzva of the Paschal lamb, which carries with it the 
punishment of karet for one who is qualified to bring the Paschal lamb 
and does not do so, will come and override the positive mitzva of 
completion. There is a positive mitzva to complete all the offerings 
before the daily afternoon offering. Failure to fulfill this command 
certainly does not involve karet, and therefore it is overridden by the 
more stringent mitzva of the Paschal lamb. However, according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, in 
what way is the strength of this positive mitzva to eat sacrificial meat 
greater than the strength of that positive mitzva to complete" all the 
offerings of the day before the daily afternoon offering? 


Ravina said that Rav Hisda said: Here we are dealing with the spe- 
cial case of a bird brought as a sin-offering. This occurs when the 
person lacking atonement, e.g., an impoverished leper, is required 
to bring only a bird as a sin-offering, as in that case the altar has 
only the bird’s blood. Its meat is not brought on the altar at all; it is 
eaten by the priests. The mitzva to complete all offerings before the 
daily afternoon offering applies only to burning fats on the altar. Sprin- 
kling blood onto the altar is permitted even after the daily afternoon 
offering. 


Rav Pappa said: Even if you say that we are dealing here with a person 
lacking atonement who is required to bring an animal sin-offering, 
it is possible to sacrifice it and still observe the mitzva of completion. 
How? The sacrificial parts of this sin-offering that are burned on the 
altar are not burned on the same day. Rather, the priest brings them 
up and leaves them overnight on the top of the altar. They are then 
burned the next day after the daily morning offering. If these sacrificial 
parts are left elsewhere overnight, they become disqualified; however, 
if they are left overnight on the top of the altar they remain fit." Con- 
sequently, it is possible for one to bring his offering and still observe 
the positive commandment of completion. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t there also a guilt-offering’ that one who 
lacks atonement, e.g., a leper or a zav, must bring, and only sheep may 
be brought as a guilt-offering? Granted, according to Rav Pappa, the 
solution in the case of the guilt-offering is also for the priest to leave 
it overnight on the top of the altar. However, according to Rav Hisda, 
what can be said, as sprinkling the blood of the guilt-offering alone 
does not suffice to achieve atonement? They say: According to the 
opinion of Rav Hisda, Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben 
Beroka, is referring here to one who lacks atonement and who already 
sacrificed his guilt-offering. He has only to bring a sin-offering, for 
which he can sacrifice even a bird, in order to achieve full atonement. 
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The Gemara asks: But isn’t there also a burnt-offering among the 

atonement offerings? And if you say that the failure to sacrifice 
the burnt-offering does not prevent atonement, wasn’t it taught 
in a baraita: Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, 
himself says: Just as failure to sacrifice his sin-offering and his 
guilt-offering prevents the leper from achieving full ritual purity, 
so too does failure to sacrifice his burnt-offering." 


And if you say, in an attempt to answer as before, that the baraita 
here is dealing with a situation in which he already offered his 
burnt-offering; may his burnt-offering be brought before his 
sin-offering? Wasn't it taught in a baraita: It is written concerning 
one who entered the Temple or ate consecrated food while ritu- 
ally impure: “And he shall bring them to the priest and he shall 
offer that which is for the sin-offering first and pinch offits neck 
close by its head, but shall not divide it” (Leviticus 5:8). To what 
purpose does the verse state that the sin-offering is first? If it is 
to teach that this sin-offering should be offered prior to the 
burnt-offering, it is already stated: “And he shall offer the sec- 
ond as a burnt-offering according to the ordinance” (Leviticus 
5:10), and there is no need for two verses. 


Rather, this is a paradigm’ and a foundation for the principle 
that all sin-offerings should precede all burnt-offerings that 
come with them. In every case, the sin-offering is sacrificed first. 
And we maintain that this principle is so weighty that even the 
sin-offering of a bird precedes a burnt-offering of an animal." 


Rava said: The halakha of the burnt-offering of a leper is differ- 
ent from other sin-offerings and burnt-offerings, as the Merciful 
One says with regard to the halakhot of a leper: 


“And the priest shall offer the burnt-offering” (Leviticus 14:20); 
this is interpreted as referring to the burnt-offering that has al- 
ready been offered. From here it is derived that the leper achieves 
atonement even if the standard order is reversed and the burnt- 
offering is brought before the sin-offering. 


Rav Shemen bar Abba said to Rav Pappa: According to your 
opinion, that you said he brings them up and leaves them over- 
night at the top of the altar, do we stand and perform an action 
for the priests whereby they may come to a mishap. As they may 
think that these fats are from offerings brought on that day, and 
so they may burn them that day, although these fats must be left 
until the next day. He said to him: Priests are vigilant and may 
be relied upon to avoid that mistake and to warn their fellow 
priests to be careful as well. 


Rav Ashi said to Rav Kahana, and some say it Rav Huna, son 
of Rav Natan, said to Rav Pappa: But, isn’t it the case that as long 
as the sacrificial parts of the sin-offering have not been burned 
on the altar, the priests may not eat the meat?" As it was taught 
in a baraita with regard to peace-offerings: I might have thought 
that the priests would be permitted to eat the breast and thigh, 
which are designated for them from the peace-offering, prior to 
burning the sacrificial parts of the offering on the altar. There- 
fore, the verse states: “And the priest shall burn the fat upon 
the altar, and the breast shall be for Aaron and his sons” (Leviticus 
7:31). From here it is derived that the priest is first obligated to 
burn the fat, and only then: “The breast shall be for Aaron and 
his sons." 


HALAKHA 


What prevents one who lacks atonement from eating 
sacrificial foods — w433 INIA 2343 7: One who lacks 
atonement may eat sacrificial meat only after his sin-offering is 
sacrificed. However, if his burnt-offering was not sacrificed, he 
may still eat the sacrificial meat. The Kesef Mishne asserts that 
the source of this ruling is Torat Kohanim. In addition, he posits 
that the Rambam’s ruling that the law of the guilt-offering is 
similar to that of the burnt-offering is a scribal error. However, 
other authorities maintain that the Rambam derived his view 
from another source, which indicates that this is the subject 
of dispute among the tanna‘im, and that the unattributed 
mishna rules that failure to sacrifice the guilt-offering does not 
prevent one who lacks atonement from eating sacrificial meat 
(Lehem Mishne; Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 10:8). 


Sin-offerings precede burnt-offerings — nintip nixon 
nibiyh: Sin-offerings precede burnt-offerings. Indeed, even 
a bird sin-offering precedes an animal burnt-offering. This 
halakha applies when the offerings are brought and when 
they are set aside (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 9:6). 


NOTES 

This is a paradigm - 4x m3 mt: Tosafot write that this principle 
is necessary specifically for the combination of a bird brought 
as a sin-offering and an animal brought as a burnt-offering. 
This combination, however, is brought only in the case of a 
wealthy woman after childbirth. Therefore, it is unclear why 
this is presented as a general principle. Some commentaries 
explain that under certain conditions it is possible for a nazirite 
to bring a bird as a sin-offering and an animal as a burnt- 
offering, in which case this principle would apply and require 
that the sin-offering precede the burnt-offering (Rashash). 


NOTES 
Even though the verse quoted in the ao relates to he 
breast and thigh given to the priests from peace-offerings, 
the same rule applies to other sacrificial foods that the priests 
eat, such as the meat of a sin-offering, because its reasoning 
applies equally to all cases (Sefat Emet). 


HALAKHA 


Permission for the priests to eat sacrificial meat - Dya 307 
waa: The priests may eat their portions of the sacrifices, such 
as the breast and thigh, only after the other parts of the animal 
are burned on the altar, as stated in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:11). 
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—__——— HALAKHA 

The priests eat — Dbsix wa: The atonement process in- 
cludes the consumption of the sacrificial meat by the priests. 
Indeed, when the priests eat the meat of the offering, the 
owner of the offering achieves atonement (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 10:1). 


The fats of a Shabbat offering. ..on a Festival - naw van 
iv oa: If the eve of a Festival occurs on Shabbat, ‘the fats 
of the Shabbat offerings may be burned on the altar on 
the night of the Festival. These fats may not, however, be 
burned on the night of Yom Kippur if it follows Shabbat, a 
situation that cannot occur according to the fixed calendar 
that is in use today (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 1:7). 


Burning the fats of the Paschal lamb - wnos7 van mp: 
When Passover eve occurs on a weekday, the sacrificial parts 
of the Paschal lamb are burned on the altar that day but not 
on the Festival. If Passover eve occurs on Shabbat, the fats 
can be burned even on the night of the Festival because they 
have the status of the fats of Shabbat sacrifices. This rule is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Abbahu (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 1:8). 
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And, in addition, as long as the priests have not eaten the meat of 
the offering, the owners of the offering have not achieved complete 
atonement, as it was taught in a baraita that the verse: “And they 
shall eat those things with which atonement was made to conse- 
crate them, to sanctify them; but a stranger shall not eat of them for 
they are sacred” (Exodus 29:33), teaches that the priests eat," and 
consequently the owners of the offerings achieve atonement. If so, 
how can one who lacks atonement achieve atonement that day 
when the priests may not eat the meat of his sin-offering until the 
sacrificial parts are burned the next day? 


He said to him: Since it is impossible to complete the offering any 
other way, due to the positive mitzva of completion, they rendered 

these sacrificial parts as ones that became ritually impure or were 

lost. In those cases, it is permitted for priests to eat their portions. 
As it was taught in a baraita: I might have thought that if the sac- 
rificial parts became ritually impure or were lost, the priests 

would not be entitled to the breast and thigh, the eating of which 

ordinarily depends upon burning the sacrificial parts on the altar. 
Therefore, the verse states: “And the breast shall be for Aaron and 

his sons” (Leviticus 7:31), which indicates that in any event it is an 

absolute gift, even if some of the accompanying rites were not per- 
formed in the proper manner. 


Rav Kahana raised a contradiction: It is written in one verse: 
“Neither may the fat of My festive-offering remain overnight 
until morning” (Exodus 23:18), which indicates that the fat may 
not remain overnight and into the morning hours, but it may 
remain all through the night. However, in another verse it is writ- 
ten: “And he shall burn upon it the fat of the peace-offerings” 
(Leviticus 6:5), and it is interpreted: Upon it you shall complete 
all the offerings, which indicates that the fats of all the offerings 
brought during the day must be burned before the daily afternoon 
offering. 


Rav Kahana raised the objection and he resolved it: The verse 
which indicates that the fat may remain all through the night is refer- 
ring to fats that were left over after the blood was sprinkled during 
the day, after the daily morning offering, and there was no oppor- 
tunity to offer them on the altar before the daily afternoon offering. 
Although ideally they should be offered on the altar before the 
daily afternoon offering, if they were left over, they may be offered 
until morning. 


Similarly, Rav Safra raised a contradiction before Rav: In one 
verse it is written: “Neither shall the sacrifice of the feast of Pass- 
over be left over until morning” (Exodus 34:25), from which it can 
be inferred that it may not remain overnight and into the morning 
hours, but it may remain all through the night. Accordingly, the 
fats of a Paschal lamb that was slaughtered on a weekday Passover 
eve may be offered on the altar on the night of the Festival. How- 
ever, elsewhere it is written: “The burnt-offering of each Shabbat 
on its own Shabbat in addition to the continual burnt-offering and 
its libation” (Numbers 28:10), from which it is derived that the 
burnt-offering of a weekday is not offered on Shabbat, and the 
burnt-offering of a weekday is not offered on a Festival. Therefore, 
it should be prohibited to burn the fats of the Paschal lamb on the 
altar on the Festival, as it is a weekday offering and consequently 
may not be offered on a Festival. 


Rav said to him: Rav Abba bar Hiyya already raised this contra- 
diction before Rabbi Abbahu, and he answered him: Here, in the 

verse that says that the fat may not remain overnight and into the 

morning hours but it may remain on the altar all through the night, 
we are dealing with a case where the fourteenth of Nisan occurs 

on Shabbat, as the fats of a Shabbat offering may be sacrificed on 

the altar on a Festival." It is only in that specific case that the fats of 
the Paschal lamb may be burned on the night of the Festival." 
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He said to him: Because the fats of Shabbat offerings may be 
sacrificed on a Festival," shall we arise and say that this verse 
is written exclusively with regard to the special case of the 
fourteenth of Nisan that occurs on Shabbat, and not with re- 
gard to the standard case? He said to him: Leave the interpreta- 
tion of this verse alone, since it compels itself to be estab- 
lished as referring exclusively to this special case, because the 
contradiction needs to be resolved in some manner. 


MI S H N A The Paschal lamb that the priest slaugh- 


tered not for its own purpose," i.e., at 
the time of slaughter he said that his intent was to slaughter it as 
a different offering, e.g., a peace-offering or burnt-offering, rath- 
er than as a Paschal lamb; or if the priest received the blood, or 
carried the blood to the altar, or sprinkled the blood on the 
altar® while saying that it was not for the purpose of the Paschal 
lamb; or if the priest performed the rites both for its own pur- 
pose and not for its own purpose; or not for its own purpose 
and for its own purpose; in all these cases, the Paschal lamb is 


disqualified." 


How does one perform the rites for its own purpose and not 
for its own purpose? It is in a case where the priest said that his 
intent is for the purpose of the Paschal lamb and for the pur- 
pose of a peace-offering. And how does one perform rites not 
for its own purpose and for its own purpose? It is in a case 
where the priest says that the offering is for the purpose of a 
peace-offering and for the purpose of a Paschal lamb. 


G E M ARA Rav Pappa raised a dilemma: The 


mishna says: For its own purpose and 
not for its own purpose. Did we learn in the mishna concerning 
a case where the priest had both intentions while performing 
one rite, i.e., he stated both intentions while slaughtering? Or, 
did we learn in the mishna concerning a case where the priest 
had the two intentions while performing two rites, i.e., during 
one rite he said that it was for its own purpose and in another 


of the four rites" he said that it was not for its own purpose? 


HALAKHA 


The Paschal lamb that the priest slaughtered not for its own 
purpose — iow sow jonww noan: ifthe priest slaughters a Paschal 
lamb, receives its blood, carries the blood to the altar, or sprinkles 
its blood on the altar, saying that he is performing the rite with the 
intent that this animal be used as a different offering, the sacrifice 
is disqualified. This law applies even if the priest intended that the 
animal be used as both a Paschal lamb and as a peace-offering 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:1; Sefer Kor- 
banot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:1). 


-BACKGROUND 
Sprinkled the blood on the altar - pY: 


Blood sprinkled on the altar was carried there in bowls. 


NOTES 


Because the fats of Shabbat offerings may be sacrificed on 

a Festival - sib opa pap naw 29m7 owna: Several of the 
commentaries explain this question in the following manner: 

Although it is permitted to offer the fats of the daily offerings 
and the fats of the additional offering of Shabbat on the Fes- 
tival, because they are mandated by the day, can this rule be 
extended to sacrificing the Paschal lamb on the Festival, which 

is not mandated by the day? Rav answers that the verse forces 
us to arrive at this conclusion (Rashash). 


Leave this verse alone since it compels itself - xp mpv 
PIT NYTT: Similar questions to those raised in the Gemara 
are asked in instances where a verse or mishna that appears 
to address a broad issue is interpreted as referring to a spe- 
cific circumstance. The answer is occasionally the same as it 
is in this context: The interpretation of the verse is not forced. 
Rather, the verse itself is difficult and can be explained only in 
this manner. 


Disqualification of offerings through intent - niany nbs 
mawaa: Improper intent verbalized by the priest, and ac- 
cording to some authorities even non-verbalized improper 
intent, can disqualify an offering in three ways: The most severe 
circumstance is when a priest performs one of the rites with 
the intent to sprinkle the blood or burn the sacrificial limbs 


on the altar at an improper time. This disqualifies the sacrifice 
and renders it piggul. In such a case, the person who brought 
he offering has not fulfilled his obligation, and one who eats 
he offering is liable for karet. A second form of disqualification 
occurs when the priest intends to sprinkle the blood or sacrifice 
he offering in a place that is invalid. This disqualification is not 
ermed piggul, and one who eats it is not liable for karet. Both of 
hese disqualifications apply to all types of offerings. The third 
ype of disqualification, which applies only to sin-offerings and 
o the Paschal lamb, occurs when the priest performs one of the 
rites for the offering with the intention that it is for a different 
ype of offering. The Paschal lamb is disqualified even if the 
priest performs the rite with the intention that the animal is 
completely non-sacred. 


Four rites — nitiay ya: Even though the priests perform 
many rites in all sacrifices, an offering can be disqualified only 
when the priest performs one of four specific rites with im- 
proper intent: Slaughtering the offering, receiving its blood 
in a consecrated vessel, carrying the blood to the altar, and 
sprinkling the blood on the altar. 


Slaughter: The halakhot of slaughtering a sacrificial animal 
are similar to those of ordinary kosher slaughter, and this stage 
of the ritual need not be performed by a priest. Nevertheless 


it was common practice for priests to slaughter all sacrificial 
animals. 

Receiving its blood: This refers to the act of receiving the 
blood that spurts from the neck of a sacrificial animal when 
it is slaughtered. This blood is received in a bowl, one of the 
holy vessels used in the Temple. Receiving could be performed 
only by a priest. 

Carrying the blood to the altar: This term is specifically de- 
fined as the carrying of the blood of a sacrifice to the altar in a 
bowl, from the place where it was received after the animal's 
slaughter. Some tanna‘im did not think that an improperly per- 
formed act of carrying the blood to the altar could invalidate an 
offering, but the prevailing opinion is that if it were performed 
improperly it would indeed invalidate the offering. 

Sprinkling: This term refers to the presentation of sacrifi- 
cial blood on the altar. The manner in which the blood was 
presented on the altar varied according to the nature of the 
particular offering. The presentation of blood on the altar 
was the essential element necessary for an offering to bring 
about atonement. Accordingly, as soon as the blood was pre- 
sented as required on the altar, the person who brought the 
offering was granted atonement, even if the later sacrificial 
rites connected with the offering were not completed in the 
required manner. 
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NOTES 


Even for the conclusion of his statement - W213 4X 
v27: In tractate Temura 25b, Rabbi Yosei himself applies 
his view that one is held accountable even for the con- 
clusion of his statement to specific circumstances only: 
If one originally intended to make both statements but 
must, out of necessity, say one of them first, then his sec- 
ond statement is also valid. However, if he changed his 
mind after the beginning of his statement, the conclu- 
sion of his statement is inconsequential. This is because 
his original statement immediately conferred a sacred 
or invalid status upon the animal. This differs from the 
law in other areas of halakha, where one may immedi- 
ately retract his original statement even if he changes his 
mind. Rabbi Shimon ben Nannas has a contrary opinion 
in tractate Bava Batra 104b-105a. Only the conclusion of 
a person's statement is significant, since it represents his 
final intention. 


Perek V 
Daf6o Amuda 


HALAKHA 

Paschal lamb sacrificed for a different purpose - npa 
inw sow jomww: A Paschal lamb that is slaughtered for 
the purpose of à different offering and a Paschal lamb 
that is slaughtered for the purpose of a Paschal lamb but 
one of its other rites is performed for a different purpose 
are disqualified, as stated in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:1). 


312 PEREK V: 60A DTTP 


Di DT JIN nn ATNava 
RT Wid AN” WNT WT 
DEM DIN 


DIDAY TD NT VAR ITNT 
"phoney pwd 


JMR DITV mwa KAPI ine 
DIBA’ WNT VID rat bye 
maya shag 17- jw 
- nitiay pwa bax ony 

bpon mjin 


KIUN KIDIN PIIN OTAN 
maya pa - inwy inv) 
pa nitiay nwa pa nox 
Span pi ra papa 
pi sab KIT, Xp ah 
DSM) OT IIT WI AK 1 
xv ivy xis wy my 

meen aw 


xy iwmew man pow xn 
xby ral apm bap nw) 
XD ON PDT DI sow 
awn TY b aah -30972 

a% bioa soap k 


Rav Pappa elaborates on the difference between these two different ex- 
planations. Shall we say that we learn in the mishna with regard to one 
rite, and therefore our mishna is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei, who said that a person is held accountable even for the 
conclusion of his statement?" Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Meir disagree in 
the case of one who says: This animal is a burnt-offering and a peace- 
offering. Rabbi Yosei says that not only the beginning but also the conclu- 
sion of his statement is significant, and the animal has been consecrated 
as both a burnt-offering and a peace-offering. It is therefore unfit to be 
offered on the altar; rather, it must be sold when it develops a defect and 
the money used to purchase animals for both a burnt-offering and a 
peace-offering. And similarly in the case of our mishna, where the priest 
says that his intent is for the purpose of a Paschal lamb and for the pur- 
pose ofa peace-offering, Rabbi Yosei would say that the animal has been 
slaughtered for both a Paschal lamb and a peace-offering, and is therefore 
disqualified. 


For if our mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, 
surely he said: Hold one accountable for the first expression, and what 
he says after that is of no consequence. Rabbi Meir disagrees with Rabbi 
Yosei about the case of one who says: This animal is a burnt-offering and 
a peace-offering, for he maintains that the sacrifice has the status of a 
burnt-offering. Since the first term that he uttered was burnt-offering, the 
animal is consecrated as a burnt-offering, and it can no longer become a 
peace-offering. And similarly in the case of our mishna, where the priest 
says that his intent is for the purpose of a Paschal lamb and for the pur- 
pose of a peace-offering, Rabbi Meir would say that the animal has been 
slaughtered only for a Paschal lamb and the offering is fit. 


Or perhaps the mishna meant to teach a case of two rites. During the 
first rite, one had a particular intent, and during the second rite he had a 
different intent. Then, even according to Rabbi Meir, who said that in 
general we hold one accountable for the first expression, this rule ap- 
plies only in one rite, but in two rites even he concedes that it dis- 
qualifies. Since the second statement was made during a different rite, it 
too is significant. 


They said: To which part of the mishna does this discussion refer? If we 
say that the discussion pertains to the case in the mishna of slaughtering 
an offering first for a different purpose and then for its own purpose, 
then whether these intentions are verbalized during one rite or during 
two rites, whether according to the opinion of Rabbi Meir or according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, the offering is disqualified from the first 
statement, as also Rabbi Yosei holds that a person is held accountable 
even for the conclusion of his statement. That does not mean that the 
final statement is primary but that it too has value and complements 
the previous one. Therefore, since one initially intended to offer the 
Paschal lamb for a different purpose, it was immediately disqualified. 
Rather, the question is concerning the case of slaughtering an animal first 
for its own purpose and then for a different purpose; what exactly are 
the parameters of that case? 


The Gemara cites a series of sources in order to resolve this question. 
Come and hear a resolution to the question from what is taught in the 
mishna: A Paschal lamb that one sacrificed for a different purpose," 
and he received the blood, and carried it to the altar, and sprinkled it 
for a different purpose, is disqualified. This needs clarification: What 
exactly are the circumstances? If we say that the case is exactly as it was 
taught, that these four rites are all performed for a different purpose, 
why do I need to say that he intended to perform all of them, i.e., the 
slaughter, receiving of the blood, carrying the blood to the altar, and 
sprinkling it upon the altar, fora different purpose? The offering has been 
disqualified from the first improper intention during slaughter. 
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Rather, is this not what the mishna is teaching: A Paschal lamb that 
one slaughtered for a different purpose, or alternatively, he slaugh- 
tered it for its own purpose, but received the blood, and carried the 
blood, and sprinkled the blood for a different purpose, or alterna- 
tively, he slaughtered it, and received the blood, and carried the 
blood for its own purpose, but sprinkled the blood for a different 
purpose, in all these situations the offering is disqualified? If so, it is 
a case of different intentions in two rites, and the mishna can also be 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir. 


The Gemara asks: If so, say the latter clause of the mishna: For its 
own purpose and for a different purpose. The Gemara clarifies: 
What are the circumstances? If we say that one had these two inten- 
tions during two different rites, that is precisely the meaning of the 
first clause and there is no need to repeat it. Rather, must we not say 
that in this part of the mishna, one had both intentions during one 
rite, and the mishna is according to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who 
said that a person is held accountable even for the conclusion of 
his statement? 


This proof is refuted: No, actually it is possible to explain that even 
the latter clause of the mishna is referring to a case in which one has 
conflicting intentions during two different rites, and the difference 
between the first clause and the latter clause of the mishna is as follows: 
The first clause is referring to a case in which one is standing at the 
time of the slaughter and thinking about slaughtering the animal as 
a different offering; alternatively, he is standing at the time of the 
sprinkling of the blood and thinking about sprinkling for a different 
purpose. 


The latter clause of the mishna, on the other hand, is referring to a 

case in which one is standing at the time of the slaughter and think- 
ing about sprinkling for a different purpose. For example, where he 

said: Iam hereby slaughtering the Paschal lamb for its own purpose, 
but my intent is to sprinkle its blood for a different purpose. And 

the mishna teaches us a new halakha, that one can intend from one 

rite to another rite, meaning that one can disqualify an offering 
through an improper intention about an upcoming rite while perform- 
ing an earlier rite. And this was the question raised by Rav Pappa on 

a different occasion. He asked if intent during one rite concerning the 

performance of a different rite can disqualify an offering.” 


Since our question has not been resolved, it is necessary to bring an- 
other proof: Come and hear that which is taught in the last clause of 
the mishna: Or for a different purpose and for its own purpose, the 
offering is disqualified. The Gemara analyzes this statement: What 
exactly are the circumstances? If we say that it speaks about two rites, 
there is a difficulty: Now that you have already said that if the priest 
first performed a rite while intending that the offering be for its own 
purpose, and then performed a rite with the intention that it be fora 
different purpose, the Paschal lamb is disqualified, is it necessary 
to say that it is disqualified when the priest first performed a rite while 
intending that the offering be for a different purpose, and then per- 
formed a rite with the intention that it be for its own purpose? It is 
obvious that the offering is disqualified immediately with the first 
expression of intent. 


Rather, isn’t the mishna addressing a case in which the priest has two 
intentions during one rite? And since the last clause of the mishna 
talks about one rite, the earlier clause of the mishna must also speak 
about one rite, and the mishna is according to Rabbi Yosei. 


The Gemara refutes this proof: No, actually it is possible to explain 
that the last clause speaks about two rites, and by right it was not 
necessary to include this case, as it could have been inferred from 
the previous case. It was included for stylistic considerations: Since 
the mishna taught the case in which the rites are performed for its 
own purpose and for a different purpose, it also taught the case in 
which the rites are performed for a different purpose and for its own 


purpose. 


he publisher 


NOTES 


Intent from one rite to another - n7iaya awn 
may: The question with regard to intent about 


an upcoming rite while performing an earlier 
applies specifically to the disqualification tha 


rite 


sults from sacrificing one offering for the purpose 
of a different offering, a disqualification which is 


specific to the Paschal lamb and sin-offerings. 


But 


an improper intention that confers the status of 


piggul certainly applies from one rite to anot 


ner. 


Indeed, the dispute between Rabbi Yohanan and 


Reish Lakish concerning intent about one rite while 
performing a different rite is related to the compari- 
son of the disqualification of sacrificing one offering 


for the purpose of a different offering with the 
qualification of piggul (see the Jerusalem Talmu 
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NOTES 

The first clause [reisha] and the latter clause [seifa] - xW 
xap: From here we see that the terms reisha and seifa 
are not specifically designated for different parts of the 
same mishna, but rather may be applied even to different 
mishnayot. The term reisha is sometimes used to denote a 
certain mishna, and the term seifa is then used to refer to a 
mishna appearing later in the chapter but not necessarily 
right after the first mishna. Unlike the division of the Mishna 
into tractates and chapters, the division of chapters into 
individual mishnayot does not go back to ancient times 
and was never applied with absolute uniformity. Even today, 
there are variations in the division of mishnayot between 
different editions of the Mishna and especially between the 
printed collection of Mishna and the mishnayot in both the 
Babylonian Talmud and the Jerusalem Talmud. 
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The Gemara again attempts to bring a proof: Come and hear that 
which is taught in a different mishna: If one slaughtered the 
Paschal lamb with the intent that it be for those who cannot eat 
it, i.e., for people who physically cannot consume it; or for those 
who were not registered for it, i.e., for people who did not regis- 
ter in advance for this particular offering; or for uncircumcised 
or ritually impure people, whom the Torah forbids from con- 
suming the Paschal lamb, it is disqualified. Here, in the mishna 
cited, it is obvious that one had this intent during one rite, 
as the mishna explicitly states that he had this intent during 
the slaughtering. And since the latter clause, which is the next 
mishna, speaks about one rite, the first clause," which is the 
current mishna, must also speak about one rite, and it is not in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir. 


The Gemara refutes this proof. Are the two cases comparable? 
Need they be exactly parallel? Perhaps this case is as it is, and 
that case is as it is. The latter clause, the next mishna, speaks 
about one rite, whereas the first clause, the current mishna, 
speaks either about one rite and is not according to Rabbi Meir 
or about two rites and is even according to Rabbi Meir. 


The Gemara further proposes: Come and hear a solution based 
on what was taught later in that other mishna: If one slaughtered 
the Paschal lamb with the intent that it be for those who can eat 
it and for those who cannot eat it, it is valid. This ruling must 
be clarified: What exactly are the circumstances? If we say that 
one had two intentions during two different rites, e.g., he slaugh- 
tered it for those who can eat it and sprinkled the blood for those 
who cannot eat it, then the reason that the sacrifice is valid is that 
he had the disqualifying intention at the time of the sprinkling, 
which does not invalidate the offering because there is no intent 
concerning those who can eat it during the sprinkling. That is, 
intent to feed the Paschal lamb to those who are unable to eat it 
invalidates the offering only during the slaughter but not during 
the sprinkling. 


But if one had both intentions during one rite, such as the 
slaughter, during which intent with regard to those who will 
eat the offering is effective, the sacrifice is disqualified. How- 
ever, this conclusion is difficult, for we maintain that if only 
some of those who are to eat the Paschal lamb are unable to do 
so, such as in this case, the offering is not disqualified. 


Rather, doesn’t it refer to a case in which one had both intentions 
during one rite, and nevertheless it is valid? And since the latter 
clause speaks about one rite, the first clause, the current mishna, 
must also speak about one rite, and yet the offering is disqualified, 
because even the conclusion of one’s statement is significant, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. 


The Gemara refutes this proof as it refuted the previous one: Are 
the two cases comparable? Perhaps this case is as it is and that 
case is as it is. There is no reason to equate the cases, as it is pos- 
sible to say that the latter clause speaks about one rite, whereas 
the first clause, the current mishna, speaks either about one rite 
or about two rites. Therefore, there is no conclusive resolution 
to Rav Pappa’s question. 
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A dilemma was raised before the Sages: A Paschal lamb that 
one slaughtered on the rest of the days of the year other than 
the eve of Passover for its own purpose and for a different 
purpose, what is its status?" The Gemara clarifies the two sides 
ofthe issue: Does the intent to offer the sacrifice for a different 
purpose come and nullify the intent to offer the sacrifice for 
its own purpose and thereby make it valid, or not? The law is 
that a Paschal lamb that was slaughtered for a different purpose 
at a time other than Passover eve attains the status of a peace- 
offering and is therefore valid. The question raised here is 
whether or not partial intent to slaughter the animal as a peace- 
offering rather than as a Paschal lamb suffices to validate the 
offering." 


When Rav Dimi came" from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he said: 
I raised this question in the presence of Rabbi Yirmeya and 
expressed my opinion: Since intent to offer the sacrifice for its 
own purpose validates it at its proper time, i.e., on the eve of 
Passover, and intent to offer the sacrifice for a different purpose 
validates it not at its proper time, i.e., the rest of the year, there 
is room to equate the two situations. Just as intent for its own 
purpose, which validates it at its proper time, does not nul- 
lify the intent to offer the sacrifice for a different purpose, i.e., 
if one intends to offer the sacrifice both for its own purpose and 
for a different purpose it is disqualified, so too, intent to offer 
the sacrifice for a different purpose, which validates it not at 
its proper time, does not nullify the intent to offer the sacrifice 
for its own purpose, and it is disqualified. It can be concluded 
from here that whenever one’s thoughts concerning an offering 
are a combination of validating and disqualifying intentions, the 
offering is disqualified. 


And Rabbi Yirmeya said to me: No, this reasoning is not to be 
relied upon. If you say this rule concerning the intent to offer a 
Paschal lamb applies when it is sacrificed for a different pur- 
pose, it is because this disqualification applies to all offerings, 
as slaughtering an offering for a purpose other than its own 
disqualifies all offerings to one extent or another. Therefore, 
intent for the sacrifice’s own purpose does not nullify intent for 
a different purpose. But can you necessarily say the same thing 
about the intent to slaughter a Paschal lamb for its own pur- 
pose at other times of the year, a disqualification that does not 
apply to all offerings but to the Paschal lamb alone? Only the 
Paschal lamb is disqualified if it is slaughtered for its own pur- 
pose not at its proper time, and therefore intent for a different 
purpose can indeed nullify intent for its own purpose. 


Rav Dimi’s argument having been refuted, the Gemara asks: 

What conclusion was reached about Rav Dimi’s question? Rava 

said: A Paschal lamb that one slaughtered on the rest of the 

days of the year with the intent that it be for its own purpose 

and for a different purpose is valid. The reason for this is as 

follows: In an otherwise undetermined situation, the animal 
stands to be offered for its own purpose, for one did not re- 
scind its status as a Paschal lamb either verbally or by intent. But 
nevertheless, when he slaughters it for a different purpose, it 
is valid. 


Apparently, then, the intent to offer the sacrifice for a different 

purpose comes and nullifies the presumed intent to offer it for 
its own purpose; the statement that one makes to slaughter the 

offering as a peace-offering rather than as a Paschal lamb has the 

power to remove it from its previous status as a Paschal lamb. 
Accordingly, we should also say that when the priest slaughters 

the animal both for its own purpose and for a different pur- 
pose, the intent to offer it for a different purpose carries more 

weight and comes and nullifies the stated intent to offer it for 
its own purpose. 


NOTES 


For its own purpose and for a different purpose, what is 
its status — 2 snow Kw iow): The author of the Sefat 
Emet explains that the question is specifically about a case 
in which the intent is first for its own purpose and then for 
a different purpose. If the initial intent were for a different 
purpose, the offering would immediately become valid as a 
peace-offering through a change of sanctity, and the second 
intent, that the offering be for its original purpose as a Paschal 
lamb, would no longer disqualify it, because a peace-offering 
brought for a different purpose remains valid. 


A Paschal lamb on the rest of the days of the year - nba 
mI nim gwa: A special biblical derivation teaches a 
unique law with regard to the Paschal lamb before (Josafot) 
or after Passover, i.e., that it is possible to uproot the animal's 
status as a Paschal lamb and offer it as a peace-offering even 
ab initio. There are several discussions about how the status of 
a Paschal lamb can be revoked, including whether it suffices 
to offer the sacrifice in a way that would be invalid were it a 
Paschal lamb, or whether it is necessary to explicitly declare 
it as a different offering. 


When Rav Dimi came — %31 2180% +3: Rav Dimi was one of 
the Sages who descended, or who would often travel from 
Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, primarily to transmit the Torah of 
Eretz Yisrael to the Torah centers of the Diaspora, although 
occasionally he traveled on business as well. Consequently, 
many questions, particularly those concerning the Torah 
of Eretz Yisrael, remained unresolved, until this messenger 
from Zion would arrive and elucidate the halakha, the novel 
expression, or the unique circumstances pertaining to a par- 
ticular statement that required clarification. 
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NOTES 


For those who cannot eat it and for a different 
purpose — iow) Kw vhzixh KW: The Melo 


HaRo'im and 
son between 
purpose and 


he Hazon Ish question the compari- 
slaughtering an offering both for its 
or a different purpose and slaughter- 


ing it both for those who can eat it and those who 


cannot: The i 


ntention to bring the offering for a 


different purpose directly contradicts the intent 


o bring it for 
he intent to s 
cannot eat i 


neously. TI 


o slaughter i 


A Pascha 


its own purpose. On the other hand, 
laughter the offering for people who 
does not contradict the intent to 


slaughter it for people who can, as the animal can 
be slaughtered for both groups of people simulta- 
he Hazon Ish maintains tha 
circumstance, 
or people who cannot eat i 
intention. One first intended 
or people who can eat it, and then he intended 


in the latter 
the intent to slaughter the offering 

contradicts the first 
o slaughter the lamb 


only for people who cannot eat it. 


Subscribers and withdrawers — w3W23) 03133: 
lamb may be eaten only by those who 
have registered for it in advance. During the time 
hat the Paschal lamb is eaten, it is prohibited to 
move from one group to another. Therefore, if one 
registers for a particular Paschal lamb and wants 
o change groups, he must withdraw from the first 
group and register for the second group before 
heir offering is slaughtered, which is the time 
hat determines who the official members of the 


group are. Consequently, it is possible to create a 
situation in which there is no one left to eat a Pas- 


chal lamb be 


‘cause all those who had registered 


withdrew (Tosafot). 
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Rav Adda bar Ahava said to Rava: Perhaps a case where one explic- 
itly said that he was slaughtering the offering for its own purpose and 
for a different purpose is different from a case where he did not say 
this. The proof of this is that if one slaughtered the Paschal lamb for 
those who can eat it and those who cannot eat it, it is valid, but wher- 
ever he slaughters it only for the sake of those who cannot eat it, it is 
disqualified. Now, why should this be? Surely in an otherwise unde- 
termined situation, the animal stands to be offered for those who can 
eat it. This indicates that presumed intention cannot be equated with 
intention that is explicitly verbalized. Rather, a case where one explic- 
itly said that he is slaughtering the animal for those who can eat it and 
those who cannot eat it is different from a case where he did not say 
this. So too, a case where he explicitly said that he is slaughtering the 
offering for its own purpose and for a different purpose is different 
from a case where he did not say this." 


Rava said to him: Are the two cases comparable? Granted, there, with 

regard to the Paschal lamb and the purpose for which it is offered, as 

long as one did not uproot the animal's status as a Paschal lamb at the 

time of slaughter, in an otherwise undetermined situation, it cer- 
tainly stands to be offered for its own purpose; its standing as a Paschal 

lamb can be changed only if it is explicitly designated as something else. 
But here, with regard to a Paschal lamb and the people for whom it is 

slaughtered, in an otherwise undetermined situation, does it stand to 

be slaughtered for those who are registered to eat it? 


This is not the case, for in the instance of every Paschal lamb, there is 
the possibility that perhaps these will withdraw and others will come 
and register for it. For we learned in a mishna: People can register for 
a particular Paschal lamb and withdraw from it until it is slaughtered." 
Therefore, it is possible that this Paschal lamb will not be suitable for its 
subscribers at the time ofits slaughter, and it makes sense to distinguish 
between a situation in which one explicitly stated that it is for people 
who can eat it, in which case it is valid even if he intended it also for 
people who cannot eat it, and a situation in which he did not make an 
explicit statement. This is different from slaughtering a Paschal lamb 
not in its time, for in that case the offering maintains its previous status 
as a Paschal lamb until its status is explicitly changed through a verbal 
statement. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: With regard to a Paschal lamb 
that one slaughtered on the rest of the days of the year with a change 
of owner, i.e., he slaughtered it not for the sake of its original owner, 
what is its status? Is a change of owner like a change of sanctity? A 
Paschal lamb whose sanctity is changed to that of a peace-offering now 
has the status of a peace-offering, and so too, a Paschal lamb that is 
slaughtered not for the sake of its original owner, an intention that at its 
proper time would disqualify the sacrifice, now has the status of a peace- 
offering. And it validates it, for a peace-offering that was slaughtered 
not for the sake of its original owner is valid. Or, perhaps not, for it 
remains a Paschal lamb and is disqualified. 


Rav Pappa said: I raised this question in the presence of Rava and 
expressed my opinion: Since a change in sanctity invalidates it as an 
offering in its proper time, as if one intended it in its proper time as a 
peace- offering it is invalid, and a change in owner, i.e., one intended 
that the offering be for someone other than its owner, also invalidates 
it in its proper time, the following analogy is made: Just as a change 
in sanctity, which invalidates it in its proper time, validates it as an 
offering after its proper time, a change in owner, which invalidates it 
in its proper time, also validates it as an offering after its proper time. 


And Rava said to me: No, this analogy is not to be accepted: If you say 
this about a change in sanctity, it is because the disqualification it 
causes is in the offering itself, for the disqualification relates to the very 
sanctity of the offering, and it applies to all four of the rites, for the 
disqualification caused by a change in sanctity can occur not only dur- 
ing the slaughter but also during any of the four rites performed with 
an offering. 
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And furthermore, the disqualification following from a change in 
sanctity applies after death." If one consecrates an offering and 

dies, his son must bring the offering in his place, and it can be 

invalidated through a change in sanctity. Moreover, it applies to 

communal offerings as it does to the offerings of an individual. 
However, can you necessarily say the same thing with regard to 

a change in owner that does not have these characteristics? Its 

disqualification is not in the offering itself; and it does not apply 
to all four rites but only to the sprinkling of the blood on the altar; 
and it does not apply after death, for after the owner has died 

there is no true owner of the offering, and therefore, if the priest 
intends to offer it for someone else the offering remains valid; and 

it does not apply to communal offerings as it does to the offer- 
ings of an individual, since it is not possible to have in mind a 
different owner, as it is owned by the whole community. 


And even though two of these differences are not fully accurate 
and can be disputed, as will be explained, two, at least, are ac- 
curate. The Gemara explains the lack of accuracy: For what is 
different about a change in owner that defines its disqualifica- 
tion as not being in the offering itself? Is it that its disqualifica- 
tion is merely due to thought? If so, it is possible to say that a 
change of sanctity is also merely a disqualification due to 
thought and not in the offering itself, and therefore there is no 
real difference." 


And furthermore, with regard to that which was said, that a 
change in owner does not apply after death, there is the follow- 
ing difficulty: According to Rav Pinehas, son of Rav Ami, who 
said that the disqualification resulting from a change in owner 
applies after death, so that if the offering of the deceased was 
brought for a different person, the son of the deceased must 
bring another offering in his father’s name, what is there to say? 
However, at least two of these differences are accurate. 


Rather, Rav Pappa’s suggestion should be rejected, and Rava said: 
A Paschal lamb that one slaughtered on the rest of the days of 
the year with a change of owner is considered like one that does 
not have an owner. In other words, it is considered like a Paschal 
lamb that was slaughtered not for the sake of its owner at its 
proper time on Passover eve, and it is disqualified." 


MISHNA £2 s2ushtered the Paschal lamb for 


people who cannot eat it" or for those 
who did not register in advance to eat it, or if one slaughtered it 
for people who are uncircumcised or for those who are ritually 
impure, whom the Torah prohibits from eating the Paschal lamb, 
it is disqualified. However, if one slaughtered it for those who 
can eat it and for those who cannot eat it; for those who have 
registered for it and for those who have not registered for it; 
for the circumcised and for the uncircumcised; for the ritually 
impure and for the ritually pure," it is valid, for a partially in- 
valid intent does not disqualify the offering. 


If one slaughtered the Paschal lamb before midday’ it is dis- 
qualified, as it is stated: “And the whole assembly of the congre- 
gation of Israel shall slaughter it in the afternoon” (Exodus 12:6). 
If he slaughtered it before the daily afternoon offering" it is 

valid, as long as another person stirs its blood in order to prevent 
it from congealing until the blood of the daily offering is sprin- 
kled. And if the blood of the Paschal lamb is sprinkled before the 

blood of the daily offering, it is nonetheless valid, as this change 

does not disqualify the offering. 


NOTES 


It applies after death - Ana an) $a»: The halakha that an of- 
fering consecrated by a person who subsequently passed away 
is sacrificed by the heirs applies only to voluntary offerings, such 
as burnt-offerings or peace-offerings, but not to atonement 
offerings, such as guilt-offerings or sin-offerings. Although the 
estate of the deceased must provide an animal if the deceased 
was obligated to bring an offering, this is applicable only if the 
ering may be brought when it is no longer connected to its 
original owner. Atonement offerings cannot be brought after 
death because the deceased can no longer achieve atonement. 
In this circumstance, the animal that was already consecrated 
must be left to graze until it develops a blemish and is slaugh- 
tered or until it dies. 


je) 


Mere disqualifications due to thought — xabya maw hype: 
There are differences between the two types of disqualifications 
caused by improper thought: A thought that brings about a 
change of sanctity relates to the status of the offering itself, 
while a thought to sacrifice the offering for a different owner 
relates to something external to the offering itself. Nevertheless, 
even a thought relating to a change of sanctity is a disqualifica- 
tion that stems from the priest slaughtering the offering and 
not from the offering itself. Therefore, it is considered a mere 
disqualification of thought and not a disqualification intrinsic 
to the offering. 


For the circumcised and for the uncircumcised; for the 
ritually impure and for the ritually pure - yy oda 
ovine) mx: The order of the mishna is puzzling: It first 
mentions the category of acceptable, circumcised people, and 
then the category of unacceptable, uncircumcised people. Then 
in the second example, the mishna mentions first the unaccept- 
able, ritually impure people, and then the acceptable, ritually 
pure people. The author of the Melekhet Shlomo explains that 
this change in form is not accidental. Rather, it teaches that as 
opposed to the case where the priest offers a sacrifice for its 
own purpose and a different purpose, when he offers the sac- 
rifice for acceptable and unacceptable people, the order does 
not matter. Provided that he intends the offering to be for both 
an acceptable group of people and an unacceptable group, the 
offering is valid, regardless of which group he had in mind first. 


HALAKHA 


A Paschal lamb offered with a change of owner — »»W3 nos 
mya: A Paschal lamb slaughtered during the rest of the year 
with the intent that it be for a different owner is invalid, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:11). 


If one slaughtered the Paschal lamb for people who cannot 
eat it - vopind Kow ium: If the Paschal lamb is slaughtered 
for people who cannot eat it or for people who did not register 
for it, it is disqualified. If it is slaughtered for people who cannot 
eat it as well as for people who can eat it, or for people who did 
not register for it and also for people who did register for it, it is 
valid, in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 2:5). 


If one slaughtered the Paschal lamb before midday - ivn 
nisn otip: If a Paschal lamb is slaughtered for its own purpose 
before midday on the fourteenth of Nisan, it is disqualified 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1:4; Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:12). 


If he slaughtered it before the daily afternoon offering — 
aitari otip ionw: If one slaughters the Paschal lamb after the 
daily afternoon offering has been slaughtered but before its 
blood has been sprinkled on the altar, one of the priests should 
stir the blood of the Paschal lamb until the blood of the daily 
offering has been sprinkled. After that, the priest should sprinkle 
the blood of the Paschal lamb (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 1:4). 
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NOTES 


The verse repeated it to make it indispensable — 
apy voy mw sina: The halakhic midrash concerning 

offerings differs in various ways from the halakhic mid- 
rash concerning other issues. In other areas of halakha, 
ifthe Torah teaches a particular law, it is presumed that 

his requirement is indispensable, and one does not 

ulfill one’s obligation without it. With regard to the 

aws of offerings, however, this is not the case. There, 
repetition is an indication of the indispensability of the 

aw. Indeed, if a verse states a requirement only once, it 

is often interpreted as referring only to the ab initio per- 
ormance. If one did not follow a halakha of that sort, 
He would be as one who violated the command; and 

he offering is still valid” Consequently, it is necessary 

o emphasize that a requirement is indispensable and 

hat if it is not followed, the offering is disqualified. At 

imes, this is taught by repeating a particular term. On 

other occasions, it is taught through use of certain key 

words, such as: Statute, this, and others. 


n 


LANGUAGE 


Aramaic [Sursi] — DTD: From the Greek obpog, SUOS, 
referring to a Syrian or to an item connected to Syria. 


Perek V 
Daf 61 Amudb 


NOTES 


Uncircumcised people achieve atonement through 
the sprinkling - 712 ohw ja 150): Two ceremo- 
nies are performed for all offerings: Sprinkling he 
blood and burning the fats. In certain cases portions of 
he offering are also eaten, whether by the priests, the 
owner, or both. There are also aspects of the sacrifice 
hat reflect the relationship between the offering and 
its owner. On one level, there is a legal obligation upon 
he owner to bring the offering. If for some reason the 
offering is not sacrificed, then the owner is obligated 
o bring a second animal. In addition, there is the as- 
pect of atonement, which is not always dependent on 
he fulfillment of one’s legal obligation. Atonement is 
always dependent on sprinkling the blood; however, 
he burning of the sacrificial parts and consumption of 
he meat, where applicable, are not essential for atone- 
ment. Consequently, one might send an offering to the 
Temple to achieve atonement, even if he cannot eat it. 
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GEMARA The Sages taught in the Tosefta: How so the 


case of slaughtering the Paschal lamb for those 
who cannot eat it? It is a case where one slaughtered it for the sake of 
a sick person or for the sake of an old person who is unable to eat even 
an olive-sized portion of the Paschal lamb. How so the case of slaughter- 
ing the Paschal lamb for those who did not register for it? It is a case 
where one group registered for it, and one slaughtered it for the sake 
ofa different group. 


The Gemara asks: From where are these matters, which are not explic- 
itly written in the Torah, derived? The Gemara answers: As the Sages 
taught with regard to the verse: “And if the household be too little for 
a lamb, then he and his neighbor who is close to his house shall take one 
according to the number of the souls; according to every man’s eating 
you shall make your count for the lamb” (Exodus 12:4). “According to 
the number of” teaches that the Paschal lamb is slaughtered only for 
those who have registered for it. Everything is done according to the 
number of people who have registered before the slaughtering. 


I might have thought that if he slaughtered it for those who did not 
register for it, he would be considered as one who has violated a com- 
mandment, but nonetheless the offering would be valid after the fact. 
Therefore, the Torah teaches this law with the double formulation of 
“according to the number” and “you shall make your count”; the verse 

repeated it to make this requirement indispensable," so that the offer- 
ing is disqualified if it is slaughtered for those who did not register for 
it, 

Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: The term “you shall make your count 

[takhosu]” is Aramaic [Sursi],' like one who says to his fellow: Slaugh- 
ter [kos] me this lamb, to teach that the registration must take place 

before the slaughtering. 


We have found a source for the halakha that a Paschal lamb slaughtered 

for those who have not registered for it is disqualified. But from where 

do we derive the halakha that it is similarly disqualified if it is slaugh- 
tered for those who cannot eat it? The Gemara answers that the verse 

says: “According to every man’s eating you shall make your count”; 
those who eat it are juxtaposed, and thereby equated, to those who 

are registered for it. This teaches that just as the offering is disqualified 

if it is slaughtered for those who did not register for it, it is likewise 

disqualified if it is slaughtered for those who cannot eat it. 


If one slaughtered the Paschal lamb for people who are circumcised 
on condition that uncircumcised people achieve atonement through 
the sprinkling" ofits blood, i.e., although the uncircumcised people are 
prohibited from eating the Paschal lamb, it was his intention that they 
achieve atonement through the blood of the offering," Rav Hisda said: 
The offering is disqualified. Rabba said: It is valid. The Gemara ex- 
plains: Rav Hisda said it is disqualified because intent that the offering 
should be for uncircumcised people has sufficient force to disqualify 
the offering at the time of the sprinkling. Rabba said that it is valid 
because intent that the offering should be for uncircumcised people 
can only disqualify the offering during the slaughter and not during the 
sprinkling. 


Slaughtered it for circumcised people with the intent that 
both circumcised and uncircumcised people achieve atone- 
ment through it - Dyw Dhn ta naamw naa by pah www: 
If one slaughtered the Paschal lamb for people ie are cir- 
cumcised and sprinkled the blood on behalf of both circum- 
cised and uncircumcised people, or slaughtered it with the in- 
tent to sprinkle the blood on behalf of both circumcised and 
uncircumcised people, it is disqualified. The Rambam ruled in 
accordance with Rav Hisda because this dispute is related to 


HALAKHA 


a tannaitic dispute in tractate Sanhedrin (see Tosafot), regarding 
which he ruled in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
against the minority view (Lehem Mishne). The Ra’avad ruled in 
accordance with Rabba because Rav Ashi, the latest author- 
ity quoted in this context, agreed with him. The Rambam, on 
the other hand, posits that Rav Ashi's view was expressed with 
uncertainty, and therefore it should not override the opinion 
of Rav Hisda (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 2:6). 


KANT- AY KINN NIN TII TWN 
jay prea anan na Lina! bis 
nbpis abw Diin ix rn 
xb meni ma bois TRAW) 
menw bss nenw nypa na ney 
now nypa manwy sb- nbwe aN 

aby bas 


TBI Ayy weir TIT? J721 
nspa ma nwy - pa mn pis pan 
ma my - Ay AS pot bpp pt 

apy ba nw nspa 


AND iynw vat PITTI me 
boa aM IyNW III ONIN boa 
boa saw -pa meai DyN, NIT 

DINI 


sma KW 2T PT: TIY ix 
by) ‘thon amin oy 1379 Toan 
a aban mny agaw pin 


POKPOK IoP aid anaba 
anypa Da mba abst Kons 
xpa) ay boy: NTT nope xb 


qth aan 2anp vam xd KYN 
mbps nbay Ts = “may bay 
KIT KDN 9D) mbps x) anypa 
xpa w A731 Era pin 
Towa- nN” "agb bes mpp 
bax mbps xia mw AAN KIT 
xb my ‘hay bas rox - ap 

bee 


Rabba said: From where do I derive to say this halakha? As it was 
taught in a baraita: I might have thought that an uncircumcised person 
would disqualify the other fit members of the group who come with 
him. And it may be inferred logically to the contrary that he does not 
disqualify the others: Since lack of circumcision disqualifies a Paschal 
lamb slaughtered for that person, and similarly, ritual impurity dis- 
qualifies it, the following can be said: Just as with ritual impurity, 
partial impurity was not made to be like full impurity, meaning that 
if one member of the group for which the offering is slaughtered is ritu- 
ally impure, the offering is not disqualified for the entire group, so too, 
with lack of circumcision; partial lack of circumcision was not made 
to be like full lack of circumcision, meaning that if one member of the 
group is uncircumcised, the offering is not disqualified as it would be if 
all members of the group were uncircumcised. 


Or perhaps go this way and maintain the following: Since lack of 
circumcision disqualifies the offering, and similarly, intent to eat the 
offering beyond the allotted time disqualifies the offering, this can be 
said: Just as if one said at the time of the slaughter that he intended to 
eat part of the offering beyond the allotted time, partial invalid intent 
was made to be like intent to eat the entire offering at an invalid time, 
and the offering is disqualified, so too, with lack of circumcision; 
partial lack of circumcision was made to be like full lack of circum- 
cision, and the offering is disqualified. 


Let us see to which it is similar, i.e., which comparison seems more 
reasonable: Do we derive a matter, namely, the halakha with regard to 
uncircumcised males, that does not apply to all offerings, from an- 
other matter, namely, the halakha with regard to the ritually impure, 
that does not apply to all offerings, as when it comes to other offerings, 
one who is ritually impure may send his offering with a proxy and 
thereby achieve atonement? And the halakha with regard to intent to 
eat the offering beyond the allotted time, which applies to all other 
offerings, should not be used to prove anything about our case. 


Or, perhaps, go this way: We derive a matter, namely, the law with 
regard to uncircumcised males, for which no allowance is made from 
its rule," from a matter, namely improper intent with regard to the time, 
for which no allowance is made from its rule, as there are no excep- 
tions for either of these two disqualifications. And the law with regard 
to ritual impurity should not be used to prove anything, as there are 
circumstances in which an allowance is made from its rule. Under 
certain circumstances it is permitted to offer the Paschal lamb while 
ritually impure, such as when the entire Jewish people is ritually impure. 


In order to resolve this issue, the verse states: “This,” as it says: “And 
the Lord said to Moses and Aaron: This is the ordinance of the Passover: 
No stranger shall eat of it; but every man’s servant that is bought for 
money, when you have circumcised him, then shall he eat of it” (Exodus 
12:43-44). What is implied from the emphasis of “this”? If you say that 
it comes to teach that ifall the members of the group are uncircumcised 
the offering is disqualified, but if only part of the group is uncircum- 
cised it is not disqualified, this is derived from the words “and all 
uncircumcised males,” in the verse: “And all uncircumcised males shall 
not eat of it” (Exodus 12:48). The amplification indicated by the word 
all teaches that the offering is invalidated only if all members of the 
group are uncircumcised. 


Rather, is this not what it is teaching: The verse states: “And all un- 
circumcised males,” to teach that only if all members of the group are 
uncircumcised is the offering disqualified, but if only part of the group 
is uncircumcised it is not disqualified. And if you say that the same 
is true of sprinkling the blood of the offering, i.e., that if it is done for 
a group whose members are all uncircumcised, the offering is in any 
event disqualified; therefore the verse states: “This,” to restrict ap- 
plication of this law and teach: It is during slaughter that if all members 
ofa group are uncircumcised, the offering is disqualified; but during 
sprinkling, even if all members of the group are uncircumcised, it is 
not disqualified. 
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NOTES 
Uncircumcised males, for which no allowance is 
made from its rule - adbon mm x my: This 
statement is quite difficult, as it indicates that all sac- 
rifices are disqualified by lack of circumcision, while 
the Gemara stated previously that lack of circumci- 
sion is a disqualification that does not apply to all 
sacrifices. The author of the Sefat Emet answers that 
this statement is referring specifically to the Paschal 
lamb, indicating that there is no situation in which 
one who is uncircumcised may eat the Paschal lamb. 
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— E 
Establishing piggul status through sprinkling — Diwa 
mpya: The assertion that an offering is disqualified by an 
intention that renders it piggul only during sprinkling o 
the blood requires further clarification, as it is clear that one 
can disqualify an offering during any of the four essentia 
rites. Rashi explains that an offering is disqualified by im- 
proper intention and rendered piggul only when the blood 
is sprinkled properly, because prior to that, it is possible tha 
he offering will be disqualified for a different reason, in 
which case it will not attain piggul status. Rabbeinu Hanane 
explains the statement differently: One can disqualify an of- 
ering with an intention that renders it piggul only by think- 
ing during one of the other rites that his intent is to sprinkle 
he blood after the proper time. For example, one canno 
slaughter the animal with intent to slaughter it after its time, 
because he is already slaughtering the animal. However, he 
can slaughter it with intent to sprinkle its blood after the 
proper time. 


An offering disqualified by improper intention —bayo: Im- 
proper intention can render an offering disqualified, whether 
an animal, a bird, or a meal-offering. If, while engaged in 
he four indispensable rites in the sacrifice of an offering, 
a priest expresses the intention of sprinkling the blood of 
he offering, burning its fats on the altar, or eating it after 
he appropriate time, this intention disqualifies the offering 
due to improper intention. An offering that has assumed 
hat status may not be sacrificed, and the person bringing it 
has not fulfilled his obligation. Anyone willfully eating from 
an offering of this kind is liable to the penalty of karet. The 
Sages also decreed that this offering imparts ritual impurity. 
t is the intention of the priest sacrificing the offering, not 
hat of the person bringing it, that determines whether or 
not the offering becomes disqualified by improper intention. 


All [kol] uncircumcised males — by bs: The dispute con- 
cerning the interpretation of this phrase is related to a wider 
dispute with regard to the meaning of the word kol, which 
can be understood as “all” or as “any” (Josafot). It is clear that 
this word expresses the expansion of a concept. The ques- 
tion is whether the word kol teaches that the offering is 
disqualified even if only one member of the group is uncir- 
cumcised, or whether it means the offering is disqualified 
only if all members of the group are uncircumcised. 
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And if you say: What is the leniency of sprinkling such that this 
intent for a group whose members are all uncircumcised disquali- 
fies the offering only during the slaughter but not during the sprin- 
kling? Rabba’s reasoning is that there is no intent concerning 
those who may eat of the offering during the sprinkling. Intent to 
feed the Paschal lamb to those who are unable to eat it invalidates 
the offering only during the slaughter, but not during the sprinkling. 


And Rav Hisda is of the opinion that, on the contrary, the baraita 
should be understood in the opposite direction. The verse states: 

“And all uncircumcised males,” teaching that only if all the mem- 
bers of the group are uncircumcised is the offering disqualified, 
but if only part of the group is uncircumcised, it is not disqualified. 
This applies during slaughter; however, during the sprinkling, even 
if only part of the group is uncircumcised it is disqualified. And if 
you Say that the same is true of sprinkling in that the offering is 
not disqualified unless all members are uncircumcised; therefore 
the verse states “this” to restrict the application of this halakha and 
teach that it is only during slaughter that part of the group does 
not disqualify the offering, but during the sprinkling even part of 
the group disqualifies the offering. 


And if you say: What is the stringency of sprinkling such that part 
of the group being uncircumcised disqualifies the offering during 
the sprinkling, but not during slaughter? The answer is that piggul 
status is established only during sprinkling." The status of piggul 
applies to an offering when one performs at least one of the rites 
with the intent that the offering be consumed outside the allotted 
time, but only if no rite was performed with some other invalid 
intent, such as intending that the offering be eaten outside its des- 
ignated place. This can only be confirmed at the time of the sprin- 
kling, which is the last of the four essential rites. Consequently, 
sprinkling is the rite most likely to disqualify an offering due to 
improper intent." 


Rav Ashi strongly objects to this method of interpretation: From 
where do you derive that this expression “and all uncircumcised 
males” means that all the members of the group are uncircumcised? 
Perhaps this expression “and all [kol] uncircumcised males” 
means that any of its members is uncircumcised. Therefore, the 
Merciful One says in the Torah: “This,” to teach that the offering 
is not disqualified unless all of its members are uncircumcised, 
and there is no difference between slaughtering and sprinkling. 
Therefore, the dispute between Rabba and Rav Hisda must be based 
on some other proof text and issue. Rather, Rav Ashi said: Rav 
Hisda and Rabba 


disagree with regard to this verse, which is stated with regard toa 

different offering: “And it shall be accepted for him to make atone- 
ment for him” (Leviticus 1:4). It is inferred: For him and not for 
his fellow. One cannot achieve atonement through an offering that 
has been designated for someone else. Rabba and Rav Hisda dis- 
agree with regard to the halakhic conclusions that should be drawn 

from this law. Rabba holds that the law applies to another who is 

similar to him: Just as he is eligible for atonement through the 

sprinkling of the blood of this offering, so the law applies to an- 
other who is eligible for atonement. This comes to exclude this 

uncircumcised person, who is not eligible for atonement. Since 

an uncircumcised person is not fit for the Paschal lamb, slaughtering 
it for him does not disqualify the offering. 
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And Rav Hisda holds that with regard to this uncircumcised per- 
son as well, since he is obligated to bring the Paschal lamb, he is 
considered eligible for atonement through the Paschal lamb. Why 
is an uncircumcised person seen as obligated to bring the Paschal 
lamb? Since if he wants, he can make himself fit" through circum- 
cision, and the obligation will automatically apply to him. There is 
a way for him to include himself among those who eat the offering; 
therefore, he cannot categorically be considered someone who is 
not eligible for atonement. Consequently, slaughtering the Paschal 
lamb for him disqualifies the offering. 


The Gemara challenges this explanation: But does Rav Hisda ac- 
cept this argument of since? Does he maintain that one can discuss 

a situation that does not exist due to the possibility that the present 

circumstances might change? But it was said that Rabba and Rav 
Hisda disagree about this as it pertains to the case of one who bakes 

on a Festival for use during the week: Rav Hisda said he is flogged 

for having violated the Festival by baking in order to eat the food 

on a weekday; Rabba said he is not flogged. 


The Gemara explains: Rabba said he is not flogged for the follow- 
ing reason: Since if guests arrive, whatever he bakes will be fit for 
him to use on the Festival itself, and he will not be guilty of any 
transgression, now too, although guests have not yet arrived, the 
food is considered fit for him, and he is not flogged. At the time of 
the baking, the act was not unequivocally prohibited. Rav Hisda 
said he is flogged; we do not state the principle of since. At first 
glance, there is an internal contradiction with regard to the opinions 
of both Rabba and Rav Hisda. 


The Gemara notes: Granted, the apparent contradiction between 
the first statement of Rabba and the second statement of Rabba is 
not difficult. Here, in the case of the Paschal lamb whose blood is 
sprinkled for an uncircumcised person, an action is lacking, as the 
person must undergo circumcision in order to become eligible to 
eat from the Paschal lamb. However, there, in the case of one who 
bakes on a Festival, no action is lacking on the part of the baker. 
But the first statement of Rav Hisda and the second statement of 
Rav Hisda are difficult to reconcile.” They say, in answer to this 
contraction: When Rav Hisda does not accept the principle of 
since, it is only to be lenient and exempt a person from lashes; 
however, to be stringent and disqualify the Paschal lamb, he does 
accept this line of reasoning. 


Mar Zutra, son of Rav Mari, said to Ravina: The baraita quoted 
above teaches: Since lack of circumcision disqualifies a Paschal 
lamb and ritual impurity also disqualifies it, the following com- 
parison applies: Just as in the case of ritual impurity, partial impu- 
rity was not made to be like full impurity, so too, in the case of 
lack of circumcision, partial lack of circumcision was not made 
to be like full lack of circumcision. The Gemara clarifies: With 
regard to this ritual impurity, what are the circumstances? If you 
say that the baraita is referring to the ritual impurity of the people 
who registered for the offering, then there is a difficulty. For what 
then is the meaning of the ruling in the baraita that partial impu- 
rity was not made to be like full impurity? It means that if there 
are four or five people who are impure and four or five people 
who are pure, those who are impure do not disqualify those who 
are pure. 


This, however, is difficult, as with regard to lack of circumcision as 
well, those who are uncircumcised do not disqualify the offering, 
as we learned in a mishna: If one slaughtered the Paschal lamb for 
both circumcised and uncircumcised people, it is valid. What is 
different about the halakha with regard to impurity, that there it is 
obvious to him that those who are ritually impure do not disqual- 
ify the members of their group who are pure? And what is different 
about the halakha with regard to lack of circumcision, that there 
he is in doubt about the halakha? 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 


He can make himself fit — mmga jpn: The Sages teach: 
One who has just been circumcised is likened to one who 
just touched a grave. This means that he is considered like 
one who has contracted ritual impurity through contact 
with a corpse. This indicates that even if an uncircumcised 
person undergoes circumcision on the eve of Passover, he 
would still be ineligible to eat of the Paschal lamb due to 
his impurity. It may be argued that this law applies only 
to a gentile who is circumcised on Passover eve as part of 
the conversion process, but a Jew who is circumcised then 
may participate in the Paschal lamb (Meiri). 


But the statements of Rav Hisda...are difficult to 
reconcile — NWP x107 177 xy: One might argue that 
the principle of since is more applicable to the case of cir- 
cumcision than to the case of baking on a Festival because 
a person has control over his own circumcision, but he has 
no control over the arrival of guests. The answer is that a 
person has control over whether he invites guests, and he 
can certainly find people who would be willing to come 
when invited (Melo HaRoim). 
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HALAKHA 
If one of the limbs became impure — 17 %30% ox 
pra: If one of the limbs of a Paschal lamb became ritu- 
ally impure, that limb is burned and the rest of the meat is 
eaten (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:2). 


Can send their offerings - (pmi pnbwn: Uncircum- 
cised men and people who are ritually impure may send 
offerings to the Temple and achieve atonement through 
them. However, they cannot send a Paschal lamb with 
others on their behalf (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat 
HaMikdash 2:12). 


NOTES 


It is arguing from the general category of impurity - ow 
PB XP MID: Similar answers are found in several places 
in the Talmud when it is clear that a question, or sometimes 
even an answer, is imprecise in its comparison between 
two different subjects. In these instances, the Gemara ex- 
plains that the question is based on some general concept 
that the two subjects share, even though they differ in the 
details. In this context, there is a question with regard to 
the general concept of ritual impurity, even though the 
baraita is dealing with two different types of ritual impurity. 
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Rather, the baraita must certainly be explained as referring to the 
impurity of the meat of the offering. And what is the meaning 
of the ruling in the baraita that partial impurity was not made 
to be like full impurity? It means that if one of the limbs be- 
came impure," that which became impure we burn and the rest 
we eat. 


This conclusion is challenged: How did you establish this barai- 
ta? It was established as referring to a case of impurity of the 
meat. If so, say the latter clause of the same baraita as follows: 
We derive a matter that does not apply to all offerings, the case 
of uncircumcised men, from a matter that does not apply to all 
offerings, namely ritual impurity, and the halakha with regard to 
intent to eat the offering outside the allotted time, which applies 
to all offerings, should not be used to prove anything about the 
case at hand. Now, what type of impurity is being discussed 
here? If we say that it is impurity of the meat, why do you say 
that it does not apply to all offerings? This halakha certainly 
applies to all offerings. 


Rather, it is obvious that the clause under discussion relates to 
impurity of the people who are to eat from the offering. And 
what is the meaning of the statement that it does not apply to 
all offerings? It means that with regard to all offerings, an 
uncircumcised person and one who is ritually impure cannot 
eat from the offering, but nonetheless they can send their of- 
ferings" with others who can sacrifice them on their behalf; 
however, with regard to the Paschal lamb, an uncircumcised 
person and one who is impure cannot send their offerings. 
Consequently, the Gemara arrives at the surprising conclusion 
that the first clause of the baraita is referring to impurity of the 
meat, while the latter clause of the baraita relates to impurity 
of the people. 


Ravina said to Mar Zutra: Yes, this explanation can be accepted. 
The baraita can be understood as arguing from the general 
category of impurity,” which applies in one case and not in 
another, rather than from a specific type of impurity in both 
cases. 


And if you wish, say a different answer: The latter clause is also 
referring to impurity of the meat. And what is the meaning of 
the statement that it does not apply to all offerings? It means 
that with regard to all offerings, whether the fats of the offering 
that are burned on the altar have become impure and the meat 
of the offering remains, or the meat has become impure and 
the fats remain, the priest may sprinkle the blood, and the of- 
fering is accepted through the burning of the sacrificial parts or 
through the priests’ consumption of the meat. 


However, when it comes to the Paschal lamb, if the fats have 
become impure and the meat remains pure and fit to be eaten, 
the priest may sprinkle the blood; but if the meat has become 
impure and the fats remain pure and fit to be burned on the 
altar, he may not sprinkle the blood, because in the case of the 
Paschal lamb, the owner’s obligation to eat the meat is the essence 
of the offering. 


The Gemara asks: How did you establish this baraita? It was 
established as referring to a case of impurity of the meat. If so, 
say the next clause of this same baraita as follows: We derive a 
matter, i.e., the halakha with regard to uncircumcised people, for 
which no allowance is made from its rule, from a matter, i.e., 
improper intent with regard to the time, for which no allowance 
is made from its rule. And the halakha with regard to ritual 
impurity should not be used to prove anything, as there are 
circumstances in which an allowance is made from its rule, since 
it is permitted to offer the Paschal lamb while ritually impure. The 
Gemara clarifies: What type ofimpurity is being discussed here? 
If you say that it is 
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impurity of the meat, where is it permitted to eat impure sacrificial 
meat? Rather, it is obvious that the baraita is talking here about 
impurity of the people. And where is an allowance made from its 
rule? It is made in the community; when the majority of the com- 
munity is ritually impure, it is permitted to offer the Paschal lamb 
and eat it while impure. 


The Gemara expresses surprise again: It turns out then that the first 
clause of the baraita is referring to impurity of the meat, while the 
latter clause relates to impurity of the people. The Gemara an- 
swers: Yes, and there is no difficulty, as the baraita argues from the 
general category of impurity without necessarily relating to the 
same type of impurity. 


And if you wish, say a different answer: The entire baraita is refer- 
ring to impurity of the meat, and where is it permitted to eat im- 
pure sacrificial meat? It is permitted in a case of the impurity of 
the Paschal lamb, as we learned in a mishna: A Paschal lamb that 
comes in impurity, e.g., when the majority of the community is 
ritually impure and the offering may be brought in impurity, may 
also be eaten in impurity, as from the very outset it came only 
to be eaten. This is unlike the law with regard to other offerings 
that are brought in impurity; their blood is sprinkled on the altar, 
but their meat may not be eaten. Consequently, even the prohibition 
to consume impure sacrificial meat is permitted under certain 
circumstances. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, raised an objection from a 
baraita that teaches: The Paschal sacrifice may be a young lamb or 
goat less than one year old. In the case of a Paschal lamb that has 
passed its first year," so that it has automatically become a peace- 
offering, if he slaughtered it at its appointed time on Passover eve 
for its own purpose as a Paschal lamb, and similarly, if he slaugh- 
tered another offering, e.g., a lamb that had been sanctified as a 
peace-offering, for the purpose of a Paschal lamb at its set time, 
the tanna’im disagree with regard to the status of the offering. Rab- 
bi Eliezer disqualifies the offering; and Rabbi Yehoshua validates 
it, based on the principle that offerings brought for the purpose of 
other offerings are valid. The only exception is the Paschal lamb, 
which when brought for another purpose is invalid. According to 
Rabbi Yehoshua, in both of these cases the animal is not truly a 
Paschal lamb; rather, it is a peace-offering brought with the intent 
that it serve as a Paschal lamb. 


The Gemara infers: The reason that the sacrifice is disqualified is 
that it was brought at its proper time; it is in this case that the 
tanna’im disagree. But if it was not brought at its proper time, it is 
valid according to everyone, as it is like any other peace-offering 
that was slaughtered for a different purpose. But why is this so? Let 
us say: Since slaughtering another sacrifice for the purpose of a 
Paschal lamb disqualifies it at its proper time," this should also 
disqualify it not at its proper time. Consequently, the ruling quot- 
ed above is difficult according to the opinion of Rav Hisda, who 
accepts the principle of since for the sake of stringency. 


Rav Pappa said: It is different there in the case of another sacrifice 
slaughtered for the purpose of a Paschal lamb, as the verse said: 

“And you shall say: It is a Passover sacrifice to the Lord, Who 
passed over the houses of the children of Israel in Egypt when He 
smote Egypt, and delivered our houses. And the people bowed the 
head and prostrated themselves” (Exodus 12:27). The word “it” 
indicates that the Paschal lamb must be brought as it is, according 

to its details, without any change. It, the Paschal lamb, must not be 

offered for the purpose of other sacrifices; and other sacrifices 

must not be offered for its purpose, i.e., as a Paschal lamb. In both 

of these cases, the offering is disqualified. 


HALAKHA 


A Paschal lamb that has passed its first year - nopan 
imaw mayw: If a Paschal lamb passed its first year of life 
and was ‘slaughtered as a Paschal lamb at the proper time, 
or if another sacrifice was slaughtered as a Paschal lamb 
at the proper time, these offerings are valid. However, 
their owners have not fulfilled their obligation to bring a 
Paschal lamb and must bring additional lambs to fulfill it, as 
stated by Rabbi Yehoshua. There is a principle that the ha- 
lakha is in accordance with Rabbi Yehoshua in his disputes 
with Rabbi Eliezer (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 15:12). 


NOTES 

Since this disqualifies at its proper time — i33} Drygis 
bpis: The common denominator between these two issues 
is that the offering itself is not the reason for disqualifica- 
tion: Since there is a possibility that a different factor would 
lead to disqualification, it is considered disqualified imme- 
diately. Consequently, the same could be said with regard 
to a sacrifice that was not offered at the proper time: Since 
there is another factor that might lead to disqualification, 
it is immediately disqualified. 
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PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Simlai - wow yay: Rabbi Simlai was a 
first-generation amora in Eretz Yisrael. His father, 
Rabbi Abba, was a Torah scholar and an expert in 
he science of intercalation, a difficult process of 
astronomical computations that form the basis of 
he Jewish calendar. Rabbi Simlai was a student 
of and personal assistant to Rabbi Yannai and to 
Rabbi Yehuda Nesia, who was the grandson of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Simlai also spent time 
in Babylonia, possibly as a representative of Rabbi 
Yehuda Nesia, and there he publicized the permis- 
sion to utilize the oil produced by gentiles. 

Halakhic statements of Rabbi Simlai are quoted 
in the Talmud, especially the Jerusalem Talmud; 
however, he is most famous for his many aggadic 
expositions. 

Rabbi Simlai’s son-in-law, Rabbi Tanhum, was a 
second-generation amora in Eretz Yisrael. 


Berurya — 79174: Berurya was the wife of the tan- 
na Rabbi Meir and the daughter of the tanna Rabbi 
Hanina ben Teradyon, who was one of the ten 
martyrs. Berurya was renowned not only for her 
character and personality, but also for her exten- 
sive Torah knowledge. Her aptitude for Torah study 
exemplified her exceptional genius. She occasion- 
ally disagreed with several Sages of her generation, 
and the halakha was ruled in accordance with her 
opinion in certain disputes. 

As a result of decrees of persecution, nearly all 
of Berurya’s family was martyred. Calamity contin- 
ued to afflict her throughout her life. The Gemara 
relates how she conducted herself with exception- 
al courage when her two children died in a single 
day. From a story that is only alluded to in tractate 
Avoda Zara (18b) and explained in greater detail 
by Rashi, we know that her own death also came 
about in the wake of a series of painful events. 
Aside from a few halakhic statements, we find sev- 
eral places in the Talmud where Berurya’s modest 
and considerate characteristics are manifest even 
through sharp responses to various people. 


BACKGROUND 


Lod - 115: Lod was one of the oldest cities in Judea. 
The city grew in significance toward the end of the 
Second Temple period, and served as an impor- 
ant cultural center for many generations after the 
destruction of the Temple. Some of the greatest 
tannaiim lived there, among them Rabbi Eliezer 
he Great, i.e., Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus; Rabbi 
Tarfon; and others. Several important ordinances 
were instituted in the so-called upper chamber of 
he house of Nitza in Lod. After the bar Kokheva re- 
volt the town remained an important Torah center, 
becoming the focal point for the scholars of the 
south. Among the great amoraim who lived there 
were Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi; Rabbi Simlai; Rabbi 
Yitzhak bar Nahmani; Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi and 
his son, Rabbi Yehuda; and Rabbi Aha. 
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It may now be inferred: At its proper time, on Passover eve, when the 
Paschal lamb is disqualified if it is brought for the purpose of other 
sacrifices, other sacrifices are disqualified according to Rabbi Eliezer if 
they are brought for its purpose, i.e., as a Paschal lamb. But not at its 
proper time, when a Paschal lamb offered for the purpose of other 
sacrifices is valid, other sacrifices offered for its purpose as a Paschal 
lamb are also valid. Since the verse’s use of the word “it” links the dis- 
qualifications of a Paschal lamb offered as a different sacrifice and any 
other sacrifice offered for the purpose of a Paschal lamb, the principle 
of since does not apply. 


There is a fundamental problem in the mishna that was clarified during 
the course of a particular incident: Rabbi Simlai’ came before Rabbi 
Yohanan. He said to him: Would the Master teach me the Book of 
Genealogies?" The Book of Genealogies was a collection of tannaitic 
teachings that formed a midrash on the book of Chronicles. Rabbi 
Yohanan said to him: Where are you from? He said to him: From 
Lod.’ Rabbi Yohanan further asked: And where is your present place 
of residence? He said to him: In Neharde’a. Rabbi Yohanan said to him: 
I have a tradition that we teach these subjects neither to Lodites nor 
to Neharde’ans," and certainly not to you who comes from Lod and 
your residence is in Neharde’a, such that you have both shortcomings. 
Rabbi Simlai pressured Rabbi Yohanan until he agreed to teach him. 


Rabbi Simlai said to him: Teach me the Book of Genealogies in three 
months. Rabbi Yohanan took a clod of dirt, threw it at him, and said 
to him: Berurya,’ wife of Rabbi Meir and daughter of Rabbi Hananya 
ben Teradyon, was so sharp and had such a good memory that she 
learned three hundred halakhot in one day from three hundred Sages, 
and nonetheless she did not fulfill her responsibility to properly learn 
the Book of Genealogies in three years because it is especially long and 
difficult. And you say that I should teach it to you in three months? 
After your inappropriate request, I am not inclined to teach you at all. 


When Rabbi Simlai was taking leave to go, he said to Rabbi Yohanan: 
Even so, my teacher, as I have already come, let me ask you a question: 
What is the difference between one who offers a Paschal lamb both for 
its own purpose and for a different purpose, in which case the offering 
is disqualified, and one who offers the sacrifice with the intent that it be 
both for those who can eat it and for those who cannot eat it, in which 
case the offering is not disqualified? 


He said to him: Since I understand from your question that you are a 
Torah scholar, come and I will tell you the answer: When one sacri- 
fices an offering for its own purpose and for a different purpose, the 
disqualification is in the offering itself; that is, the disqualifying inten- 
tion relates to the sacrifice itself. In contrast, when one sacrifices an of- 
fering for those who can eat it and for those who cannot eat it, the 
disqualification is not in the offering itself, as the disqualifying intent 
relates to the people who are to eat from it. 


The importance of the Book of Genealogies - 130 by impyn 
pon: The geonim explained that the Book of Genealogies con- 
tained various midrashic texts and included lists of families that 


NOTES 


of Chronicles. Once the Book of Genealogies was lost, and with it 
the mnemonics to these teachings, these insights were forgotten 
(lyei HaYam). 


were of pure lineage, as well as lists of those that were of tainted 


lineage and details as to the extent of their blemish. After the book 
was hidden away, it became impossible to know which families 
were of pure lineage and which were of tainted lineage, a situa- 
tion that caused widespread harm to the purity of the nation. The 
geonim added that based on the few expositions of the book of 
Chronicles found in the Talmud, it seems that the Sages appended 
numerous wise insights to the many names recorded in the book 


Lodites and Neharde’ans - Dy) on: This incident is also 
related in the Jerusalem Talmud, but with numerous differences. In 
the Jerusalem Talmud, Rabbi Yohanan is quoted as saying that we 
do not teach aggada to those from the South or to Babylonians. 
Lod is located in the southern district of Judea, and Neharde’a is in 
Babylonia. He also adds a rationale for this policy: They are arrogant 
and do not know much Torah. 
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Furthermore, when one sacrifices an offering for its own purpose 
and for a different purpose, it is impossible to identify its pro- 
hibition; that is, there is no way to differentiate between valid and 
invalid parts of the offering. In contrast, when one sacrifices an 
offering for those who can eat it and for those who cannot eat 
it," it is possible to identify its prohibition. Ifsome of the people 
may eat it and some may not, it is possible to distribute the offer- 
ing to each group and thereby determine which part of the offer- 
ing is invalid. 


Furthermore, the intent that the offering be for its own purpose 
and for a different purpose applies and can disqualify the offer- 
ing in all four rites, namely: Slaughtering, receiving the blood, 
carrying the blood to the altar, and sprinkling it on the altar; 
however, the intent that it be for those who can eat it and for 
those who cannot eat it does not apply during all four rites, as 
it has no effect during the time of the sprinkling. Moreover, the 
intent that the offering be for its own purpose and for a different 
purpose is a disqualification that applies to communal sacrifices 
as it does to individual sacrifices; in contrast, the intent that it be 
for those who can eat it and those who cannot eat it does not 
apply to the community as it does to an individual. 


Rav Ashi said that careful analysis of these answers demonstrates 
the following: The argument that its disqualification is in the 
offering itself and the argument that it is impossible to identify 
its prohibition are one and the same thing; they are not two 
separate reasons. As, what is the reason that Rabbi Yohanan says 
that when one brings an offering for a different purpose, its dis- 
qualification is in the offering itself? It is because it is impossible 
to identify its prohibition, and therefore the prohibition applies 
to the offering itself. 


Having mentioned the Book of Genealogies, the Gemara notes 
that Rami bar Rav Yuda said that Rav said the following about 
it: From the day the Book of Genealogies was hidden‘ and 
no longer available to the Sages, the strength of the Sages has 
been weakened, and the light of their eyes has been dimmed, 
as the book contained the reasons for many Torah laws and lists 
of genealogies that are now lost. 


Mar Zutra said: The Book of Genealogies’ exposition of Chron- 
icles was so extensive that it was said, in exaggeration, that the 

verses from the word Azel mentioned in the verse: “And Azel had 

six sons and these are their names: Azrikam, Bocru, and Ishmael 

and Sheariah and Obadia and Hanan; all these were the sons of 
Azel” (1 Chronicles 8:38), to the word Azel" mentioned in a dif- 
ferent verse with the identical wording: “And Azel had six sons 

and these are their names: Azrikam, Bocru, and Ishmael and 

Sheariah and Obadia and Hanan; these were the sons of Azel” 
(1 Chronicles 9:44), bore four hundred camels of expositions 

written about these verses. 


It was taught in a baraita that Aherim say: If one sacrifices a Pas- 
chal lamb for both circumcised and uncircumcised people and 

had in mind first the circumcised people and then the uncir- 
cumcised people, the offering is valid. But if he had in mind first 
the uncircumcised people and then the circumcised people, it 

is disqualified. The Gemara asks: What is different about having 

in mind first the circumcised people and then the uncircum- 
cised people, such that the offering is valid? One might say that 

in order to disqualify the sacrifice, we require that all the people 

he has in mind be uncircumcised, and this is not the case here, 
as some of them are circumcised. But if this is so, when he has in 

mind first the uncircumcised people and then the circumcised 

people, we should also say that in order to disqualify the sacrifice 

we require that all the people he has in mind be uncircumcised, 
and this is not the case here. What, then, is the difference between 
the two cases? 


NOTES 

For those who can eat it and for those who cannot eat 
it - viny A vozit: Tosefot Rid explains the difference 
between the two cases on the basis of the halakhic principle 
that it is impossible to eat even an olive-sized piece of meat 
without proper slaughter. Therefore, since part of this offering 
is designated for people who are permitted to consume it and 
their portion of the meat can be separated from the rest, it can 
be argued that the entire slaughter is justified for their sake, 
regardless of who else has registered for the offering. 


The Book of Genealogies was hidden - ppni 399 m33: The 
rationale for concealing the Book of Genealogies was the in- 
crease in the number of powerful families who had tainted 
ineage. The Sages were concerned that if they continued to 
each this book in public, these families would harass and per- 
haps even kill the scholars who studied it. Therefore, the Sages 
refrained from teaching this book publicly and instead privately 
ransmitted the names of families of tainted lineage once every 
seven years (Maharsha). 


From Azel to Azel - byyy byy pa: The Arukh explains that 
he reference is to the repeated mention of the name Azel in 
he beginning and end of the same verse (| Chronicles 8:38). The 
geonim taught that the Book of Genealogies included the gene- 
alogies of all the families mentioned in the book of Chronicles, 
which is why it was such an extensive work. 
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NOTES 


Slaughter is not legally significant until the end - mon) AYN 
aipa xbx: The central theme of this discussion is the question 
of whether an act that takes place over time is viewed as taking 
effect at one particular moment, generally upon completion, or 
whether it is viewed as taking effect gradually over the course 
of the entire action. This issue is raised in other contexts as well, 
such as rental contracts. One ramification of this discussion with 
respect to slaughtering is as follows: If slaughtering is seen as 
taking effect over the course of the entire action, then a disquali- 
fying intent, e.g., intending to eat the sacrifice after its allotted 
time or intent to slaughter a non-sacred animal for idolatrous 
purposes, disqualifies the slaughter at any point during the act. 
This is not the case if the slaughtering is viewed as taking effect 
only at the very end of the act. 


But he did not have a chance to say for circumcised people — 
pond anid pit xd): The author of Tuv Reiya explains the barai- 
ta as follows: If one's expression of intent for circumcised people 

preceded his expression of intent for uncircumcised people, 
it is always valid, since there is no way it can be disqualified. 
However, if his expression of intent for uncircumcised people 

preceded his expression of intent for circumcised people, it can 

sometimes be disqualified. 
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The Gemara asks: Let us say that Aherim hold that slaughter is not 
legally significant until the end," meaning that the slaughter is 
considered to take place only at the end of the rite and not during 
the time it takes to perform the act of slaughter, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rava in a different context. As Rava said: It is still 
a dispute, meaning that the disagreement whether one is held ac- 
countable only for his first expression or also for the conclusion of 
his statement applies even when it is one’s clear intention that the 
status he wishes to confer should apply only at a particular time, e.g, 
if one says that an animal should be consecrated as a burnt-offering 
until midday and from then on as a peace-offering (Rabbeinu 
Hananel). The opinion of Rabbi Meir, referred to here as Aherim, is 
that one is held accountable only for his first expression. 


Therefore, based on these two assumptions, if one put the circum- 
cised people before the uncircumcised people, his statement with 

regard to circumcised people applies but his statement with regard 

to uncircumcised people does not apply. If the slaughter is legally 
considered to take effect in a single instant, and if one said that his 

intention is for circumcised people at that moment, his statement 
takes effect. In the reverse case, if one put the uncircumcised peo- 
ple before the circumcised people, his statement with regard to 

uncircumcised people applies, but his statement with regard to 

circumcised people does not apply. 


Rabba said: No, we should not say this. Actually, Aherim hold that 
slaughter is legally significant from beginning to end, and with 
what are we dealing here? We are dealing with a case where one 
decided in his mind to slaughter the offering for both of them, 
both circumcised and uncircumcised people, and he verbally 
expressed his intention with the phrase: For uncircumcised peo- 
ple, but did not have a chance to say: For circumcised people,’ 
before the slaughter was already finished as he was saying: For 
uncircumcised people. And it is with regard to this point that they 
disagree: Rabbi Meir, who is Aherim, holds that we do not require 
that one’s mouth and heart be the same; what is legally significant 
is his verbal expression. Since he said: For uncircumcised people, 
he has disqualified the offering. And the Rabbis hold that we re- 
quire that his mouth and heart be the same. Since he wanted to 
express his intent for both circumcised and uncircumcised people, 
he has not disqualified the offering. 


The Gemara expresses surprise: But does Rabbi Meir hold that we 
require that his mouth and heart be the same? The Gemara raises 
a contradiction based on a mishna in tractate Terumot that states: 
With regard to one who intended to say that the produce he has 
designated should be teruma, but he mistakenly said the word tithe; 
or he intended to say tithe but mistakenly said teruma;" or he in- 
tended to vow: I will not enter this house," but mistakenly said: 
That house, i.e., he mistakenly referred to a different house; or he 
intended to vow: I will not derive benefit from this person, but 
he said: From that person, i.e., he mistakenly referred to someone 
else; he has not said anything until his mouth and heart are the 
same. This is an unattributed mishna, and unattributed mishnayot 
are presumed to be authored by Rabbi Meir. 


Intended to say tithe but said teruma - swynd pant 
TANA VANI: If one designates produce and intends to de- 
clare it as tithe but accidentally declares it teruma, or vice 
versa, his statement has no effect, as one’s words must 
accurately express his thoughts (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 


Dea 331:45). 


HALAKHA 


| will not enter this house - mt mab DID) yx: If one vows that 
he will not enter a particular house, but he actually intends 
to prohibit himself from entering a different house, his vow 
does not take effect and he may enter the house, since his 
verbal expression did not match his intent (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 210:1). 
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PVD WANT NW) YAN WIN xbre Rather, Abaye said the following explanation: We are dealing 
dah ANS NY PAD) porad wx) with a case where the person expressed two different intentions 
pov ma NS I WW os within the act of slaughter itself, as valid slaughter involves cutting 
aibi WON) iwo AORT RDIS most of both the windpipe and the esophagus of the animal. The 
ies (Teo s- 7 = first clause is referring to a case where he said: I cut the first organ 
NI ONI IPI D WP for circumcised people and the second organ even for uncir- 
pon PININ? cumcised people, so that in the second organ even circumcised 
people are included. Consequently, he had circumcised people 
in mind at each stage of the slaughtering. The latter clause is refer- 
ring to a case where he said: I cut the first organ for uncircum- 
cised people and the second organ for circumcised people, so 
that in the first organ circumcised people are not included, and 
his intent during that stage is solely for uncircumcised people. 


paan TINT YYY yx ay) And Rabbi Meir follows his own line of reasoning, as he says 
NT anny pan yng yna that piggul status can be conferred upon an offering at half of 
yes yet pos dn Px what renders it permitted.™" In other words, piggul status applies 
oe estes" not only when one has a disqualifying intent during the entire act 
that renders the animal permitted, e.g., while slaughtering both 
the windpipe and the esophagus, but even if one has the dis- 
qualifying intent during half of the act that renders the animal 
permitted, e.g., while slaughtering one of those two organs. And 
the Rabbis also follow their regular line of reasoning, as they say 
that piggul status cannot be conferred at half of what permits it. 
Since he expressed his intent for both uncircumcised and circum- 
cised people over the course of the entire act of slaughter, the 
offering is not disqualified. 


yang by noaa ny oniwa ANA MI S HN A One who slaughters the Paschal lamb 
six Amoa AWYA Kaay — with leavened bread still in his posses- 
7 ten Sas oe chk sion" violates a negative commandment, as the Torah states: 
noan N PAW 93) PANT AS «yoy shall not offer the blood of My sacrifice with leavened bread; 
Koy) ann - in WY AVIIXA neither shall the sacrifice of the festival of Passover be left until 
pa Donat bs INV) TS - ino) the morning” (Exodus 34:25). Rabbi Yehuda says: Even one who 
o- mey xoy pa yaw slaughters the daily afternoon offering on Passover eve with 
leaven in his possession violates the commandment. Rabbi Shi- 
mon says:" One who slaughters the Paschal lamb on the four- 
teenth of Nisan for its own purpose with leaven in his possession 
is liable; but if he slaughtered it for a different purpose he is 
exempt. And for all other offerings that one slaughters on Pass- 
over eve, when owning leaven is prohibited, whether he slaugh- 
tered them for their own purpose or he slaughtered them for a 

different purpose, he is exempt. 


- nw xbw Da - iw) “yind And during the festival of Passover, if one slaughtered the Paschal 
pa mo pa DMI bs WY) 2 lamb for its own purpose he is exempt. Since a Paschal lamb that 
nxn In yan on - mwh xby is slaughtered for its own purpose at an improper time is dis- 
ici inh nov tore qualified, it is not an offering at all and there is no violation of the 
vores "se "rr * commandment: “You shall not offer the blood of My sacrifice with 
leavened bread.” However, if he slaughtered it for a different 
purpose and thereby validated the sacrifice as a peace-offering, he 
is liable for having sacrificed it with leaven in his possession. And 
for all other offerings that one slaughters on Passover, when it is 
prohibited to slaughter with leaven in one’s possession, whether 
he slaughtered them for their own purpose or he slaughtered 
them for a different purpose, he is liable. This is with the excep- 
tion ofa sin-offering that he slaughtered for a different purpose 
with leaven in his possession. Unlike other offerings, a sin-offering 
is disqualified if it is slaughtered for a different purpose, and there- 
fore one does not violate the prohibition of “You shall not offer 
the blood of My sacrifice with leavened bread.” 


did wo) a yawn aK 7103 GE M ARA Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: One is 
eriwd Yann KDU ae? never liable for having violated the com- 
DR? YATT Mi WY art WK 7 . ; 

—* a mandment: “You shall not offer the blood of My sacrifice with 

Vos leavened bread” unless the leavened bread belongs to the one 

who slaughters" the Paschal lamb, or to the one who sprinkles 
its blood, 


NOTES 


Piggul status can be conferred upon an offering at half 
of what renders it permitted - Yman xn paan: There are 
many details to the halakhot of piggul, an offering that is 
disqualified by improper intention. One detail is that such 
disqualification can be established only while performing a 
rite that renders the animal permitted, i.e., part of the rite or 
sacrifice that serves as preparation or enables a further stage 
of the rite. If all of the acts rendering the animal permitted 
have been performed properly, the disqualification of piggul 
can no longer take effect. For example, piggul status cannot 
be established during the burning of the sacrificial parts on 
the altar. Some offerings have acts that render the animal 
permitted that can be subdivided into different parts, such as 
slaughtering, in which the severing the esophagus and the 
windpipe are each considered half of an act that renders the 
animal permitted. This principle also applies to the sacrifice 
of the handful of meal-offering and its frankincense on the 
altar, both of which render the meal-offering permitted. 
Improper intention during one of them constitutes a piggul 
disqualification during half of the act that renders the meal- 
offering permitted. 


The opinion of Rabbi Shimon — jiynw a1 new: According 
to Rabbi Shimon, if an offering is disqualified by its slaughter- 
ing, one is not liable for having violated the commandment: 
“You shall not offer the blood of My sacrifice with leavened 
bread” (Exodus 34:25). In the opinion of Rashi and many 
other commentaries, Rabbi Shimon's ruling is based on his 
general opinion with regard to unfit slaughter. He maintains 
that slaughtering that does not permit the animal to be con- 
sumed is not considered valid slaughtering for any purpose. 


To the one who slaughters — omw): In the Jerusalem Tal- 
mud it is explained that there is another facet to this dispute 
between Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish. Reish Lakish as- 
serts that the slaughterer must be a member of the group 
in order for this halakha to apply. Rabbi Yohanan is of the 
opinion that even if the one who slaughters is not a member 
of the group, he is liable ifa member of the group has leaven 
in his possession, and he causes the other members of the 
group to be liable if he has leaven in his own possession. 


HALAKHA 


Piggul status can be conferred upon an offering at half of 
what renders it permitted - na yn paan: If one had a 
disqualifying intent during half of an act that renders the ani- 
mal permitted, he has disqualified the sacrifice but has not 
conferred piggul status on it. This is in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis in an unattributed mishna and against 
the opinion of Rabbi Meir in tractate Menahot (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 16:8). 


One who slaughters the Paschal lamb with leavened 
bread in his possession - yan by npg uniw: If one 
slaughters a Paschal lamb at its proper time with an olive- 
bulk of leaven in his possession, he is liable for lashes (Je- 
rusalem Talmud). The Paschal lamb itself remains valid, as 
is explicitly stated in the Josefta (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1:5). 


DATI: PEREK V:63A 327 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek V 
Daf 63 Amud b 


NOTES 

Or to one of the members of the group - 7140 san any ix: 
The commentators disagree as to precisely who transgresses 
the prohibition of“You shall not offer the blood of My sacrifice 
with leavened bread” (Exodus 34:25). Rashi teaches that the 
entire group transgresses if any of the members has leaven 
in his possession while any of the rites are performed on the 
Paschal lamb. See Tosafot, who disagree. Tosefot Rid agrees with 
Tosafot, and asserts that the slaughterer cannot cause the entire 
group to transgress when he slaughters on their behalf, as the 
rule is that there is no agency for transgression. 


Thanks-offering — “Tin: A type of peace-offering brought 
by a person in appreciation of God’s beneficence (Leviticus 
7:12-15). In particular, the following people are required to bring 
a thanks-offering: A person who completed a journey at sea, 
one who crossed a desert, one who was freed from prison, 
and one who recovered from an illness. The thanks-offering 
is a sacrifice of lesser holiness and resembles a peace-offering. 
However, it may be eaten only on the day on which it was sacri- 
ficed and the following night, in contrast to the peace-offering, 
which may be eaten on the subsequent day as well. 

In addition to the animal thanks-offering, forty loaves o 
bread are brought as a meal-offering. Ten of these are leavened, 
while thirty are divided equally into three types of unleavened 
bread: Wafers, loaves, and flour mixed with water and oil. The 
priest is given four loaves, one from each category. Due to the 
meal-offering of leavened bread, a thanks-offering may no 
be brought from the fourteenth of Nisan until the conclusion 
of Passover. 


An uncertain warning - p3p mana: If one took an oath to ea 
a loaf of bread on that day, and another person warned him in 
the middle of the day that if he does not eat the loaf he wil 
be flogged, the latter can never know with certainty that the 
one receiving the warning will violate the prohibition, as he 
can claim that there is more time left to the day during which 
he may still eat the bread. Even at the end of the day, the one 
being warned can claim that as the day was ending he was 
preoccupied and did not remember his oath or the warning 
(Rashi in tractates Shevuot and Temura). 


BACKGROUND 

Beit Pagei — »3%¢5 ma: Many explanations are suggested for 
the term Beit Pagei. It seems that the wall of Beit Pagei is the 
third wall, which encircled the newly incorporated portion of 
the city of Jerusalem. Several commentaries are of the opinion 
that it was called Beit Pagei based on the Greek root payw, 
fago, meaning to eat. In this area it was permitted to eat sacri- 
ficial foods, because it was within the city limits of Jerusalem. 
However, it seems that there was also a small village near Je- 
rusalem called Beit Pagei, perhaps due to the figs [pagim] that 
grew there. 


awe 


ant 


Map of the wall of Beit Pagei 
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or to one of the members of the group;‘ and he is liable only if the 
leaven is with him in the Temple courtyard itself. Rabbi Yohanan 
said: He is liable even if the leaven is not with him in the Temple 
courtyard. With regard to what principle do they disagree? If you 
say that they disagree with regard to whether the expression “with” 
indicates next to, namely, that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish holds 
that “with” always indicates next to, and therefore “You shall not 
offer the blood of My sacrifice with leavened bread” means that the 
leaven must not be next to the one slaughtering the sacrifice, in the 
Temple courtyard itself, and Rabbi Yohanan holds that when the 
verse says “with,” we do not require that the leaven be next to the 
slaughterer in order to transgress, then this is difficult, because they 
have already disagreed about this once before. 


As we learned in a mishna: With regard to one who slaughters a 
thanks-offering’ inside the Temple courtyard while its bread, 
namely the forty loaves that are brought together with the offering, 
is outside the wall, the bread has not become sanctified, as the 
verse states: “And he shall offer with the thanks-offering unleavened 
cakes.” (Leviticus 7:12). 


A question was raised with regard to this mishna: What is the mean- 
ing of the phrase outside the wall? Rabbi Yohanan said: It means 
outside the wall of Beit Pagei,® the outermost wall around Jerusa- 
lem, but if the bread was merely outside the wall of the Temple 
courtyard, it has been sanctified, as we do not require that the 
bread, described as “with” the offering, be next to it in order to be 
sanctified. Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish disagreed and said: Even 
if the bread was merely outside the wall of the Temple courtyard, 
it has not been sanctified." Apparently, he holds that we require 
that the bread described as “with” the offering be next to it in 
order to be sanctified. Since Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Shimon ben 
Lakish have already disputed this issue, they presumably did not 
repeat this same dispute in other contexts. 


Rather, say that they disagree about an uncertain warning.’ There 
is a general rule that the courts only administer corporal punish- 
ment if the transgressor was warned before he committed the trans- 
gression. The question arises as to whether punishments are admin- 
istered after an uncertain warning, i.e., when it is unclear at the time 
of the warning whether or not the person being warned will actu- 
ally transgress. It is possible to explain that this is the basis of the 
dispute with regard to leaven: If the leaven is outside the Temple 
courtyard, the one issuing the warning cannot be certain that the 
person he is warning actually has leaven in his possession at the time 
of the slaughter. The Gemara suggests that such a warning is con- 
sidered an uncertain warning, and Rabbi Yohanan holds that an 
uncertain warning is a valid warning while Rabbi Shimon ben La- 
kish disagrees. However, this is difficult, as they also disagreed 
about this once before. 


HALAKHA 


A thanks-offering inside the Temple courtyard and its 
bread outside - yna monty Day mn: If one slaughters a 
thanks-offering in the Temple courtyard while the bread that 
accompanies the offering is outside the wall of Beit Pagei, 
the outermost wall of Jerusalem, the bread is not sancti- 
fied. If, however, the bread is inside Jerusalem, it is sancti- 


fied, even if it is outside the Temple courtyard. The halakha 
is in accordance with the mishna as explained by Rabbi 
Yohanan, based on the general principle that the halakha 
is in accordance with Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion in disputes 
with Reish Lakish (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 12:16). 
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As it was stated that if a person said: I take an oath that I will eat 
this loaf today, and the day passed and he did not eat it, Rabbi 
Yohanan and Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish both said that he is not 
flogged even though he violated his oath and thereby transgressed 
the prohibition of: “You shall not take the name of the Lord your 
God in vain” (Exodus 19:7). However, they disagree about the 
reason for this law. Rabbi Yohanan said: He is not flogged be- 
cause it is a prohibition whose transgression does not involve 
an action, as his transgression was in failing to eat the loaf, and 
there is a principle that for any prohibition whose transgression 
does not involve an action one is not flogged;" however, an 
uncertain warning" is considered a valid warning. 


And Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: He is not flogged because 
it is an uncertain warning, and an uncertain warning is not 
considered a warning. For example, ifhe is warned in the middle 
of the day that if he does not eat the loaf he will be flogged, the 
warning is uncertain because even if he does not eat the loaf at that 
moment he still has time to eat it later. But for a prohibition 
whose transgression does not involve an action one is flogged. 
Thus, Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish have already 
disagreed with regard to this issue as well, and there would have 
been no reason for them to repeat their dispute. 


They say in answer to this: Actually, we can explain that they 
disagree about whether “with” indicates next to," and it is neces- 
sary to teach that they disagree about the case involving the 
leaven in addition to the case of the loaves of the thanks-offering, 
because the cases are not entirely comparable. As, if they dis- 
agreed only with regard to leaven, I would have said that it is 
only with regard to that case that Rabbi Yohanan said that when 
the verse says “with,” we do not require that the slaughterer have 
the leaven next to him in order to transgress, because it is a pro- 
hibition, and wherever it is, it is. On the eve of Passover in the 
afternoon one is prohibited to possess leaven anywhere. 


However, with regard to sanctification of the bread, it becomes 
sanctified only inside the Temple courtyard. Consequently, say 
that in that case Rabbi Yohanan concedes to Rabbi Shimon ben 
Lakish that we require that the bread described as “with” the 
offering be next to it. Therefore, ifit is inside, it is sanctified; and 
if not, it is not sanctified. This is just as it is with regard to a ves- 
sel used in the Temple service," which sanctifies a meal-offering 
only when the meal is inside it and not when the meal is outside 
ofit. Therefore, it is necessary to teach that the dispute applies in 
both cases. 


And had we been taught the dispute only with regard to sancti- 
fication of the bread, I would have said that only in this case did 
Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish say that we require that the bread 
described as “with” the sacrifice be next to it, such that if it is 
inside the Temple courtyard, it is sanctified; and if not, it is not 
sanctified. But with regard to leavened bread, he concedes to 
Rabbi Yohanan that when the verse says “with,” we do not re- 
quire that the slaughterer have the leaven next to him in order to 
transgress, for it is a prohibition and wherever it is, it is. There- 
fore, it is necessary to say that they argued in both cases. 


Rav Oshaya asked Rabbi Ami the following question: If the 
slaughterer does not have leaven in his possession but one of the 
members of the group does have, what is the halakha? Rabbi 
Ami said to him: Is it written: You shall not offer the blood of 
My sacrifice with your leavened bread, meaning you may not 
slaughter the Paschal lamb with the leaven of the slaughterer? It 
is written: “You shall not offer with leavened bread” (Exodus 
34:25), Meaning you may not slaughter it with anyone’s leaven and 
not necessarily leaven that belongs to the slaughterer. 


HALAKHA 

Passive violation of an oath — Ayan mymata aI maT: 
If one makes an oath to perform an action over the course of 
a particular time period, e.g., to eat a loaf of bread over the 
course of the day, and he intentionally violates the oath by 
not eating it, he has transgressed a negative biblical com- 
mandment. However, he is not flogged, because it is a pro- 
hibition whose transgression does not involve an action. This 
halakha is in accordance with the ruling of Rabbi Yohanan 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Shevuot 4:20). 


An uncertain warning - p3p MXN: If one violates a nega- 
tive commandment that can be rectified after the fact and 
he does not rectify it, he is flogged, despite the fact that the 
warning was uncertain when it was issued. This halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan and con- 
trary to the opinion of Reish Lakish (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Sanhedrin 16:4). 


NOTES 
Actually they disagree about whether “with” indicates 
next to - Japa bya abiyd: The Jerusalem Talmud explains 
that the dispute with regard to“You shall not offer the blood 
of My sacrifice with leavened bread” (Exodus 34:25) is related 
to the dispute about an uncertain warning. 


Just as it is with regard to a vessel used in the Temple 
service - nw Dx mut Wa: Rashi’s opinion is that the 
sanctification of the loaves in the Temple courtyard is com- 
parable to the sanctification of a meal-offering in a vessel, 
which apparently can take place only in a particular context. 
The vessels used in the Temple service do not sanctify their 
contents outside the Temple courtyard, because if they did, 
the newly sanctified contents would immediately become 
disqualified for being outside the Temple courtyard (Avnei 
Nezer). 
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HALAKHA 
A Paschal lamb that was slaughtered with leavened 


bread - yan by bmwaw mba: If one slaughters the Pas- 


chal lamb, sprinkles its blood, or burns its sacrificial 
parts while there is leaven in his possession or in the 
possession of any member of the group, he is flogged 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1:5). 
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NOTES 


Rav Oshaya said to Rav Ashi: If so, even ifsomeone at the end of the 
world has leaven it should also be a violation. Since there is no limita- 
tion to this prohibition, it should apply even if the leaven belongs to 
someone who is not associated in any way with this Paschal lamb. Rav 
Ashi said to him that the verse says: “You shall not offer,’ and the 
end of the verse states: “Neither shall the sacrifice of the festival of 
Passover be left until the morning.’ The verse equates the two prohibi- 
tions, from which the following may be derived: “You shall not offer 
with leavened bread” applies to those who are governed by the 
prohibition of “neither shall be left over,’ namely, the members of 
the group that registered for this Paschal lamb. People who are not 
part of this group are not obligated to ensure that the Paschal lamb 
does not remain until the morning; similarly, they are not taken into 
account with regard to the prohibition against sacrificing the offering 
while in possession of leaven. 


Rav Pappa said: Therefore, based on this reason, the priest who 
burns the fats of the Paschal lamb transgresses the negative com- 
mandment of “You shall not offer” ifhe has leaven in his possession. 
Since he is included in the prohibition of leaving over sacrificial 
parts of the offering, he is also included in the prohibition against 
sacrificing the offering with leaven, although he is not one of the 
people who will eat this Paschal lamb. 


The Gemara points out that it was taught in a baraita in accordance 

with the opinion of Rav Pappa: One who slaughters the Paschal 

lamb with leavened bread in his possession transgresses a negative 

commandment. When? When the leaven belongs to the slaughterer, 
or to the one who sprinkles the blood, or to one of the members of 
the group. If leaven belonged to someone at the end of the world, 
he is not bound to him, meaning that the slaughterer need not take 

him into account. And whether he slaughters the animal, or he sprin- 
kles the blood, or he burns the fats, he is liable." But one who 

pinches" the neck of a bird," which is not a Paschal offering but a 

burnt-offering or sin-offering, if he does so with leaven in his posses- 
sion on the fourteenth of Nisan, after the prohibition against owning 
leaven has taken effect, he does not transgress anything. 


The Gemara raises a contradiction from another baraita: One who 

slaughters the Paschal lamb with leavened bread in his possession 

transgresses a negative commandment. Rabbi Yehuda says: Even 

one who slaughters the daily afternoon offering on the eve of Passover 
with leavened bread in his possession violates the prohibition. They 
said to him: They stated this prohibition only with regard to the 

Paschal lamb. When does one transgress the prohibition? When the 

slaughterer, or the one who sprinkles the blood, or one of the mem- 
bers of the group has leaven in his possession. If someone at the end 

of the world had leaven, he is not bound to him. 


The baraita continues: And whether he slaughters the animal, or he 

sprinkles the blood, or he pinches a bird-offering, or he sprinkles 

the blood of the bird-offering onto the altar, he is liable. But one who 

scoops a handful of flour from a meal-offering while in possession 

of leaven does not transgress a negative commandment, because a 

meal-offering is not included in the prohibition, which is phrased “You 

shall not offer the blood of My sacrifice.” One who burns the sacrifi- 
cial parts of the Paschal lamb or any other sacrifice on the fourteenth 

of Nisan with leaven in his possession does not transgress a negative 

commandment. 


Pinching - ayn: Turtledoves and young pigeons sacrificed as 
offerings in the Temple were not killed by ritual slaughter with 


a knife, like other offerings, but rather by pinching their necks. 
This was considered an especially difficult procedure to perform. 


The priest would hold the bird in his left hand with its legs and 
wings between his fingers, and the back of its neck stretched 
out and facing upward. With his right fingernail, which he grew 
especially long for this purpose, the priest would cut the bird's 
neck and spine from the back until he reached and severed 
its windpipe and gullet. If the bird was to be sacrificed as a 
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burnt-offering, the priest would completely sever its head. If 
it was designated as a sin-offering, he would leave the head 
unsevered. 


A bird killed by pinching that was not intended for sacri- 


ficial use was considered an unslaughtered carcass and was 
not permitted to be eaten. However, a bird killed by pinching 
and sacrificed as a sin-offering was permitted to be eaten by 
priests. Animals intended as offerings in the Temple could be 
slaughtered by a non-priest, but only a priest was permitted to 
perform pinching. 


One who pinches the neck of a bird - ẹiy7 nx poian: The 
Jerusalem Talmud explains that the different opinions are 
based on different interpretations of the words, “the blood 
of My sacrifice [zevah].’ The term zevah seems to exclude a 
bird-offering, because that word indicates an act of slaugh- 
tering, whereas a bird-offering is pinched. If, on the other 
hand, the critical term is blood, then a bird-offering should 
be included, as it is similar to an animal offering in that the 
essential aspect of the offering is the sprinkling of its blood on 
the altar. 
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There seems to be a contradiction between the ruling in the first 
baraita with regard to pinching and the ruling in the second barai- 
ta with regard to pinching. In addition, there seems to be a con- 
tradiction between the ruling in the first baraita with regard to 
burning and the ruling in the second baraita with regard to burn- 
ing. The first baraita rules that one who burns the sacrificial parts 
is included in the prohibition but that one who pinches the neck 
of a bird- offering is not, and the second baraita says the opposite. 


The Gemara responds: And according to your reasoning that 
both baraitot refer to the same issue, ask about the baraita itself, 
as first it teaches: They said that this prohibition applies only to 
the Paschal lamb, and then it teaches that whether he slaughters 
the animal or he sprinkles the blood, or he pinches a bird-offering, 
or he sprinkles the blood of the bird-offering onto the altar, he 
is liable. Pinching and sprinkling the bird’s blood apply to bird- 
offerings but not to the Paschal lamb. 


Rather, say instead that both this baraita and that baraita express 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. And there is no contradiction 
between the ruling in the first baraita about pinching and the rul- 
ing in the second baraita about pinching: Here, where it says that 
one who pinches does not transgress, it is referring to the four- 
teenth of Nisan, while there, where it says that one who pinches 
does transgress, it is talking about the intermediate days of the 
festival of Passover. And both this baraita and that baraita express 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who maintains that the prohibition 
does not apply to other sacrifices on the fourteenth of Nisan but 
does apply to them during the intermediate days of Passover, as 
explained in the mishna. 


There is also no contradiction between the ruling in the first ba- 
raita about burning and the ruling in the second baraita about 
burning, as the matter is the subject ofa dispute between tanna’im 
with regard to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon: There is one who 
compares burning to slaughtering, as Rav Pappa did, and there 
is one who does not compare them. 


It was stated in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: One is liable 
even for slaughtering the daily afternoon offering on the eve of 
Passover with leaven in his possession. What is the reason for 
Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion? The Gemara answers: He could have 
said to you that the verse states: “You shall not offer the blood of 
My sacrifice with leavened bread” (Exodus 34:25). “My sacrifice’ 
indicates the sacrifice that is designated to Me; and what is it? 
This is referring to the daily offering, which is a burnt-offering 
brought each day as part of the Temple service. 


It was further stated in the mishna that Rabbi Shimon says: On 

the fourteenth of Nisan one is liable for sacrificing the Paschal 

lamb with leaven in his possession, but he is not liable for sacrific- 
ing other offerings with leaven; however, during the Festival one 

is liable for sacrificing any offering with leaven in his possession. 
The Gemara asks: What is the reason for Rabbi Shimon’s opin- 
ion? The Gemara answers: As it is written: “My sacrifice [ zivhi],” 
“My sacrifice [zivhi],’ two times, as first it is written: “You shall 

not offer the blood of My sacrifice [zivhi] with leavened bread” 
(Exodus 23:18) and then it is written again: “You shall not offer the 

blood of My sacrifice [zivhi] with leavened bread” (Exodus 34:25). 
If the two instances of the word zivhi are combined, their letters 

may be rearranged to read: A sacrifice [zevah], and: My sacri- 
fices [zevahai]." This indicates that the law applies both to the 

Paschal lamb and to the rest of the sacrifices. 
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NOTES 

A sacrifice [zevah], My sacrifices [zevahai] - »mat nat: Rabbi 
Shimon'’s derivation falls into the hermeneutical category of: 
Subtracting, adding, and deriving. This principle is utilized 
at times for halakhic derivations. This method of derivation 
transfers letters from one word to another and then interprets 
the verse as though the words were actually written that 
way. It may involve a transfer of letters from one word to an 
adjacent word or from a word in one verse to a word in an 
adjacent or similar verse. 
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HALAKHA —— 
Slaughtered in three groups - nina wwa vnw: Those 
who came to offer the Paschal lamb were divided into three 
groups, which would offer the sacrifice one after the other, 
as taught in the mishna (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 1:9). 


Closing the doors - minban nhy: After each of the groups 
entered the Temple courtyard the doors of the Temple court- 
yard were closed, as stated in the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1:11). 


They sounded uninterrupted, broken, and uninterrupted 
trumpet blasts — yp y7 y: When the Paschal lamb 
was slaughtered, three blasts were sounded with the trum- 
pets each time hallel was recited: an uninterrupted blast, a 
broken blast, and an uninterrupted blast (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1:12). 
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They sounded uninterrupted, broken, and uninterrupted 
trumpet blasts — yp Ww yp: The Jerusalem Talmud 
explains that in general, the trumpets would be sounded at 


the time of the wine libation that was brought with a sacri- 


332 


PEREK V : 64A: DATA pD 


To teach what halakha does the Merciful One divide them from 
one another and not explicitly write: My sacrifices? It was to say 
that at the time when there is a sacrifice, meaning at the time of 
the Paschal lamb, as mentioned in the continuation of the verse, 
one is not liable for My sacrifices. On the eve of Passover, when 
the Paschal lamb is brought, there is no liability for offering other 
sacrifices with leaven. However, at a time when there is no sacrifice, 
during the festival of Passover, one is liable for slaughtering any of 
My sacrifices with leaven in his possession. 


It was taught in the mishna that according to Rabbi Shimon, if one 
sacrificed a Paschal lamb during the intermediate days of the Fes- 
tival for its own purpose as a Paschal lamb, one is exempt from 
liability if he had leaven in his possession during the time of the 
slaughter, as it is an invalid offering. However, if he sacrificed it 
for a different purpose, he is liable, because a Paschal lamb that is 
slaughtered at a time other than Passover eve is valid as a peace- 
offering. The Gemara analyzes this ruling: The reason he is liable 
is that he slaughtered it explicitly for a different purpose; but 
had he slaughtered it without specific intent he would be exempt, 
because the offering would be disqualified. Unless he specifically 
states otherwise, the animal retains its status as a Paschal lamb and 
is subsequently disqualified because it is not the proper time to 
sacrifice a Paschal lamb. 


The Gemara expresses surprise: Why must he expressly state that 
he is sacrificing it as a different offering? Isn’t a Paschal lamb sacri- 
ficed during the rest of the days of the year presumed to be a 
peace-offering? There should be no need to state explicitly that it 
is a different offering. Learn from this that a Paschal lamb sacri- 
ficed on the rest of the days of the year requires uprooting, i.e., 
one must explicitly declare that he is sacrificing the offering as a 
peace-offering, and not as a Paschal lamb. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Gamda said: A group of scholars were studying 
this issue and it emerged from the group, that is, one of the schol- 
ars made a statement with which the rest of them agreed, and it was 

subsequently forgotten who had made the statement, and they said 

as follows: We are dealing here with a case where the owners of the 

offering were ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse 

during the first Passover, and they were deferred to the second 

Passover. A person who was ritually impure or on a distant journey 
and therefore failed to bring the Paschal lamb at its proper time on 

the fourteenth of Nisan must compensate by bringing the offering 
on the fourteenth of Iyar. In such a situation, the offering presum- 
ably stands to be sacrificed as a Paschal lamb, and it does not au- 
tomatically become a peace-offering unless its owners explicitly 
declare it as such. However, this would not be true of other Paschal 

lambs after the time to offer the Paschal lamb has passed. 


MISHNA yeaa amp Was saugntered I turee 


groups," meaning those bringing the offer- 
ing were divided into three separate sets, as it is stated: “And the 
whole assembly of the congregation of Israel shall slaughter it 
in the afternoon” (Exodus 12:6). The verse is interpreted as referring 
to three groups: Assembly, congregation, and Israel. The proce- 
dure for sacrificing the offering was as follows: The first group 
of people sacrificing the offering entered, and when the Temple 
courtyard became filled with them they closed the doors of 
the Temple courtyard." They sounded uninterrupted, broken, 
and uninterrupted trumpet blasts,™ as was done while sacrificing 
any offering. 


NOTES 


fice. However, since the Paschal lamb does not include a wine 
libation, the trumpets were sounded while the sacrifice was 
being slaughtered. It is apparent from several sources that the 
trumpets would also be sounded at three points during the 


recitation of hallel, when the Levites sang the phrases: “I love 
the Lord who hears my voice and my supplications” and “Out 
of my distress | called upon the Lord,’and at the end, for a total 
of nine blasts for each recitation of hallel. 
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The priests stood in rows" from the place of slaughter to the altar, 
and in their hands they held bowls [bezikhin]" of silver and 
bowls of gold? in order to receive the blood of the offerings. There 
was arow entirely composed of priests holding silver bowls, and 
a row entirely composed of priests holding gold bowls, as the gold 
and silver bowls were not mixed" in the same row. The bowls did 
not have flat bases that would allow them to be put down, out of 
concern that perhaps the priests would set them down and forget 
about them and in the meantime the blood would congeal and 
become disqualified for sprinkling on the altar.’ 


An Israelite would slaughter the sacrifice, and a priest would 
receive the blood and immediately hand it to another priest 
standing next to him, and the other priest would pass it to an- 
other. Each priest would receive a full bowl of blood from the 
priest next to him and return to him an empty bowl being passed 
in the opposite direction, the contents of which had already been 
sprinkled on the altar. The priest who was closest to the altar 
would sprinkle a single sprinkling of blood against the base of 
the altar, i.e., against the north and west sides of the altar, where 
there was a base." 


The first group exited upon completion of the rite, and the sec- 
ond group entered; the second group left upon completion of 
its rite, and the third group entered. As it was done by the first 
group, so was it done by the second and third groups. All the 
people standing in the Temple courtyard while the Paschal lambs 
were being slaughtered would recite hallel."" If they finished 
reciting it before all the offerings were slaughtered, they recited it 
a second time, and if they finished reciting it a second time, they 
recited it a third time, although in practice they never recited it 
a third time, as the priests worked efficiently and finished the rite 
before this became necessary. Rabbi Yehuda says: The third 
group never reached even once the opening verse of the fourth 
chapter of hallel: “I love that the Lord hears the voice of my 
supplications” (Psalms 116:1), because its people were few and 
the slaughtering of all the offerings was completed during the 
recitation of the first three chapters. 


As it was done during the week," so was it done on Shabbat; 
only that on Shabbat the priests would rinse the Temple court- 
yard, cleaning away the blood, contrary to the wishes of the 
Sages, as the priests did not want to veer from the weekday pro- 
cedure in this regard. Rabbi Yehuda says: Before the floor was 
rinsed, a priest would fill a cup with the blood of the many offer- 
ings brought that day that was now mixed together on the floor 
and then sprinkle it with a single sprinkling upon the altar. 
But the Rabbis did not agree with Rabbi Yehuda with regard to 
this point. 


The priests stood in rows — ninw omiy mayan: The priests 
would stand in rows, holding gold or silver bowls in their 
hands. There were separate rows for those holding gold 
bowls and for those holding silver bowls. This formation al- 
lowed the rite to proceed more quickly, so that the blood 
would not have time to congeal (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 


Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1:13). 


Slaughtering and sprinkling — mpy mw: Any person 
who was fit to slaughter, even an Israelite, could slaughter 
the Paschal lamb. A priest then received the blood, which 
was passed from one priest to another, until the priest clos- 
est to the altar sprinkled one sprinkling of it onto the side of 
the altar toward the base of the altar, as stated in the mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1:14). 


Recitation of hallel — bban DKP: While the priests per- 


HALAKHA 


formed the rite of the Paschal lamb, the Levites recited hallel. 
If they completed its recitation before the conclusion of the 
rite, they repeated hallel. If necessary they recited it a third 
time, but in practice this was never necessary, due to the effi- 
ciency of the priests. Halle! was recited while the rite was per- 
formed for each of the groups, but with the third group they 
never completed halle! even once, because it was a small 
group (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1:1). 


As it was done during the week — bina amy: The pro- 
cedure for offering the Paschal lamb on a Passover eve that 
occurred on Shabbat was the same as the procedure on a 
weekday; the priests would even rinse the floor. The claim 
that this was done contrary to the wishes of the Sages is a 
minority view (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 1:16). 


NOTES 


Bowls [bezikhin] — 33: Several commentaries explain that 
these were actually large spoons, i.e., bowls with handles. The 
basis for this interpretation is the Aramaic translation of the book 
of Numbers (7:20 and elsewhere), which renders the phrase “one 
spoon’ as one bazikh (Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura; Tosefot Yom Tov). 


Were not mixed — patiya wit x5: Some commentaries explain 
that the rows of gold and silver were also separate, with the rows 
of silver on one side of the formation and the rows of gold on the 
other (Hon Ashir, Sefat Emet). 


Would recite halle! — rr DYNI: Rashi and Tosafot disagree 
as to whether everyone present during the rite would recite 
hallel, or only the Levites. In addition, in the Jerusalem Talmud 
an amoraic dispute is recorded concerning this recitation of hallel. 
Several Sages maintain that it was the Egyptian Hallel, Psalms 
113—118, which refer to the exodus from Egypt. Others under- 
stand that it also included the Great Hallel, Psalm 136. Yet others 
assert that it included Psalm 135 as well. All of these chapters 
are psalms of praise that mention the greatness of God and the 
exodus from Egypt. 


BACKGROUND 


Bowls of silver and bowls of gold — amt ‘3°31 ya "Da: The 
image illustrates a row of priests holding silver bowls, and a row 
of priests holding gold bowls. 


Priests receiving blood of the Paschal offerings 


Bowl - ta: The bowls in the Temple didn’t have flat bases; rather, 
the bottoms were rounded. Consequently, there was no way to 
set them down without their contents spilling. 


_ 


Reconstruction of bowl used in the Temple 
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HALAKHA ———— 
How would one suspend and flay? - powers phin %3: Iron 
hooks were secured to the walls and pillars of the Temple. The 
Paschal lambs were suspended from these hooks and flayed. Thin, 
smooth rods were prepared for those who did not have hooks from 
which to suspend their offerings. These rods would be placed on 
the shoulders of two people, and they would suspend their offer- 
ings from the rods and flay them (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 1:14). 


LANGUAGE | 
Hooks [unkelayot] - nvbpam: From the Greek &yxúdoç, ankulos, 
meaning something curved, such as a hook. 


Perek V 
Daf64 Amudb 


LANGUAGE | 
Large basin [mageis] - D33: From the Greek paryic, magis, or the 
Latin magis, meaning a large bowl or basket used for kneading 
dough. 


BACKGROUND 

The rampart — bona: The wall surrounding the Temple and its 
various courtyards was itself surrounded by another short wall 
[soreg]. The area between these two walls was the rampart [hel], 
which included several steps that led from the Temple Mount to 
the Temple courtyards. 

The rampart had a higher level of sanctity than the area of the 
Temple Mount outside it. Consequently, entry was prohibited for 
gentiles and for those ritually impure due to contact with a corpse. 


Illustration of Temple showing the short wall and rampart 


_ HALAKHA 

Passover eve on Shabbat - nawa nps aw: If Passover eve oc- 
curred on Shabbat, the people did not carry their Paschal lambs 
home after sacrificing them. Rather, the first group remained 
on the Temple Mount, the second group sat within the Temple 
rampart, and the third group remained in place in the Temple 
courtyard until the conclusion of Shabbat, in accordance with the 
mishna (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1:17). 
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How would one suspend and flay" the Paschal lamb in the 
Temple? Iron hooks [unkelayot]' were secured into the walls 
and pillars, and upon them one would suspend the offering 
and flay it. If anyone lacked a place among the hooks in the 
Temple courtyard to suspend and flay the offering, there were 
thin, smooth rods there, which he would place on his own 
shoulder and on another’s shoulder, and from it he would 
suspend the offering and flay it. Rabbi Eliezer says: When the 
fourteenth of Nisan 


occurred on Shabbat, when moving the rods is prohibited 
(Rambam), he would rest his hand on another’s shoulder’ and 
the other’s hand on his own shoulder and suspend the offering 
and flay it. He would tear open the flesh of the offering and 
remove its sacrificial parts, i.e., the fats and other parts offered 
on the altar. He would place the sacrificial parts in a large basin 
[mageis]' and burn them on the altar. 


If this took place on Shabbat, when carrying is prohibited, the 
first group would exit and remain on the Temple Mount;" the 
second group would remain within the rampart,” which was an 
area outside the womens courtyard; and the third group would 
stand in its place" in the Temple. They would wait there until 
nightfall, and as soon as it became dark, they would all go out 
and roast their Paschal lambs, everyone in his own place." 


G E M A RA Rabbi Yitzhak said: The Paschal lamb 


is slaughtered only in three groups of 
at least thirty people each. What is the reason for this rule? The 
verse says: Assembly, congregation, and Israel, and each of 
these terms refers to a group of no fewer than ten people. We 
are uncertain as to whether this means that we need three 
groups of ten people at the same time or one after another. 


He would rest his hand on another's shoulder -by sy ra 
ivan 43: Several commentaries explain that Rabbi Eliezer’s 
rationale is not that use of the thin rods was prohibited, as he 
agrees with the principle that restrictions instituted by the 
Sages with regard to Shabbat and Festivals do not apply in 
the Temple. However, in this instance, since there was an 
easy method to accomplish what was necessary without 
hey imposed the prohibi- 


violating the rabbinic prohibition, 


breached. Other commentaries explain that, were the men 
to carry the Paschal lambs home, members of the household 
might mistakenly assume that all Shabbat prohibitions are 
suspended vis-a-vis the Paschal lamb. 


The third group would stand in its place - mw bwa 
Day Aaipaa: Why didn't the first group remain within 
the rampart, the second group in the women’s courtyard, 
and the third group in its place? The Rashash explains that 


tion in the Temple as well (Josafot Yom Tov). 


The first group would...remain on the Temple Mount — 
man wa ay maw»: The commentaries disagree as to why 
the Paschal lambs could not be carried home on Shabbat. 
Since Jerusalem was surrounded by a wall and its gates 
were locked, it should have been possible to establish an 
eiruv and carry anywhere in the city. Tosafot explain that this 
policy was instituted only after the walls of Jerusalem were 


the second group could not have remained in the women’s 
courtyard, as that would have made it impossible for the 
third group to enter. Some commentaries understand, based 
on the Jerusalem Talmud, that the mishna is precise when it 
uses the term standing specifically with regard to the third 
group, because sitting in the Temple courtyard is prohibited. 
However, the first two groups would find places where it was 
permitted to sit (Rabbi Akiva Eiger; Yefe Finayim). 
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Therefore, in order to satisfy both possible interpretations, we 
require three groups of thirty" people each. As, if you say we 
need all thirty at the same time, we have that, and if we need them 
one after another, we have that as well. Therefore, in pressing 
circumstances when there are not enough people present, even 
fifty people suffice. How so? Thirty enter and perform the neces- 
sary rite, ten others enter and ten of the original group leave so 
that those present are considered a new group, and then ten oth- 
ers enter and ten more leave so that those present now comprise 
a third group. In this way the Paschal lamb is slaughtered in three 
groups of thirty people each, although the total number of people 
involved is only fifty." 


The mishna teaches that the first group entered, after which they 
closed the doors to the Temple courtyard. It was stated that the 
amora’im disagreed about the precise wording of the mishna. 
Abaye said: We learned in the mishna that the doors of the Tem- 
ple courtyard miraculously closed by themselves. Rava said: We 
learned in the mishna that people would close the doors of the 
Temple courtyard at the appropriate time. 


What is the practical difference between them? The practical 
difference between them is with regard to whether we rely ona 
miracle. Abaye said: We learned in the mishna that the doors 
closed by themselves; as many people as entered, entered, and 
we rely on a miracle’ to close the doors so that an excessive 
number of people not enter and thus create a danger (Rabbeinu 
Hananel). Rava said: We learned in the mishna that people 
would close the doors, and we do not rely ona miracle to ensure 
that the courtyard not become overly crowded. 


And that which we learned elsewhere in a mishna with regard to 
the ban placed upon Akavya ben Mahalalel for having spoken 
harshly about Shemaya and Avtalyon, that Rabbi Yehuda said: 
Heaven forbid that Akavya ben Mahalalel was banned; it must 
have been someone else, as even when the entire Jewish people 
would come to Jerusalem for the Festival, the Temple courtyard 
would not close on any man from Israel as full of wisdom and 
fear of sin as Akavya ben Mahalalel; Abaye can explain this 
statement according to his opinion, and Rava can also explain 
it according to his opinion. Abaye can explain it according to 
his opinion as follows: No man from Israel was in the Temple 
courtyard when it closed by itself who was as full of wisdom and 
fear of sin as Akavya ben Mahalalel. Rava, too, can explain it 
according to his opinion as follows: No man from Israel was in 
the Temple courtyard when they closed it who was as full of 
wisdom and fear of sin as Akavya ben Mahalalel. 


The Sages taught: No one was ever crushed by the great throngs 
of people in the Temple courtyard, except for one Passover in 
the days of Hillel when an old man was crushed, and they called 
that Passover the Passover of the crushed. 


The Sages taught: Once, King Agrippa’ wished to set his eyes 
on the multitudes [ukhlosin]‘ of Israel to know how many they 
were. He said to the High Priest: Set your eyes on the Paschal 
lambs; count how many animals are brought in order to approxi- 
mate the number of people. The High Priest took a kidney from 
each one, as the kidneys are burned on the altar, and six hundred 
thousand pairs of kidneys were found there, double the number 
of those who left Egypt. This did not reflect the sum total of the 
Jewish people, as it excluded those who were ritually impure or 
at a great distance, who did not come to offer the sacrifice. Fur- 
thermore, this was a count of the Paschal lambs and not of the 
people, and there was not a single Paschal lamb that did not 
have more than ten people registered for it. They called that 
Passover the Passover of the crowded, due to the large number 
of people. 


HALAKHA 
Groups of thirty — myw by nina: The Paschal 
amb is slaughtered in three groups composed of a 
minimum of thirty people each, in accordance with 
he ruling of Rabbi Yitzhak (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1:9). 


Slaughtered with fifty — o»wiana vnw: The Paschal 
amb was not slaughtered unless there were at least 
fifty people present, ab initio. If there were only fifty 
people, thirty of them would enter and offer their 
sacrifices. Ten of them would then leave, and another 
en would enter to form a second group. Ten more 
people would then leave and the last ten would enter 
o form a third group. If the Paschal lambs were all 
slaughtered in one group, they are nevertheless valid 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 110-11). 


NOTES 

We rely on a miracle — XD» }°D1aD: Although in 
principle one must not rely on a miracle, since miracles 
were a common occurrence in the Temple, as men- 
tioned in tractate Avot, it was permitted there to rely 
on miracles ab initio (lyyun Ya'akov). Rashi explains 
that the doors were closed in order to ensure that not 
everyone enter at once, so that there would be a third 
group. Some suggest that according to this they relied 
on a miracle here, because even if a miracle would 
not be performed and there would not be a third 
group, the Paschal lamb would still be valid (7ziyyun 
LeNefesh Hayya). 


BACKGROUND 


King Agrippa - ban DDN: A parallel story in Jose- 
phus' War of the Jews (Book 6, 9:3) tells of the Roman 
Cestius, who wanted to impress upon Nero the size of 
the Jewish population. Consequently, he called for a 
census to be taken on Passover. In light of this, it ap- 
pears that the reference here is to Agrippa 11. 

The image below shows a coin minted in Caesarea 
in 43 CE bearing the portrait of Agrippa |. Agrippa | 
was the grandson of Herod, a descendant of the Has- 
monean house through his grandmother Miriam. He 
was king of Judea between 41 CE and 44 CE. 


Coin bearing portrait of Agrippa | 


LANGUAGE 


Multitudes [ukhlosin] - pobaw: From the Greek 
öxXAoç, okhlos, meaning a multitude of people. 
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HALAKHA 
He must not mix fats - wabn ay Kow: The fat por- 
tions of different offerings may not be mixed together; 
rather, the fat of each offering must be burned sepa- 
rately (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 
1:6). 


The shape of the bowls - param ma: The bowls in 
the Temple did not have flat bases, so that the priests 
would not put them down and allow the blood to 
congeal. The exception to the rule were the bowls of 
frankincense, which had flat bases so that they would 
not break the showbread when they were placed on it 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:2 and 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 113). 
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The Gemara questions one of the details of this story: How could the 

High Priest take a kidney? Didn't he have to burn it on the altar? The 

Gemara answers: He first took the kidneys for the count, and subse- 
quently he burned them. The Gemara asks: Isn’t it written: “And the 

priest shall burn it on the altar; it is the food of the offering made by 
fire to the Lord” (Leviticus 3:11)? The singular “it” apparently indicates 

that he must not mix the fats" of this sacrifice with those of another; 

rather, he must burn each set separately. 


The Gemara answers: He subsequently burned them one by one and 
not all together. The Gemara asks further: Wasn’t it taught in a baraita 
that the plural “them” in the verse: “And the priest shall burn them 
upon the altar; it is the food of the offering made by fire for a satisfying 
aroma; all the fat is the Lord’s” (Leviticus 3:16) indicates that all the 
sacrificial parts of a sacrifice must be offered at the same time? Rather, 
it must be that when the High Priest took a kidney for counting, it was 
merely momentary seizure; that is, he took it from them until they 
brought him something else with which to keep track of the numbers, 
and it was this other item that was counted afterward. 


It was stated in the mishna that the priests stood in rows and that there 
were rows of priests holding silver bowls and rows of priests holding 
gold bowls, but that in no rows were there both gold and silver bowls. 
What is the reason that there was no intermingling of gold and silver 
bowls? If you say that it was due to concern that perhaps a priest would 
take a gold bowl to keep for himself and then return a silver one in its 
place, the solution described in the mishna does not alleviate this con- 
cern. Here, too, in a row where everyone is holding gold bowls, there 
is concern that perhaps a priest would take a two-hundred-dinar bowl, 
keep it for himself, and then return a one-hundred-dinar bowl in its 
place (Rid). Rather, the reason is that this arrangement, where all the 
bowls in each row are of the same color, is aesthetically more attractive. 


It was further stated in the mishna that the bowls did not have flat 
bases. The Gemara adds that the Sages taught a baraita that states: 
None of the bowls in the Temple had flat bases for the same reason, 
so that they should not be put down, which would allow the blood to 
congeal. This was with the exception of the bowls of frankincense that 
would be placed on the showbread, which did have flat bases. They 
could not have sharp bottoms out of concern that perhaps the priests 
would rest them on the bread and the bread would break." The show- 
bread had an intricate and delicate shape, and a bowl with a sharp bot- 
tom could pierce or break the bread. 


It was taught in the mishna: An Israelite would slaughter the offering 
and a priest would receive the blood and pass it to other priests. The 
Gemara asks: Is it not sufficient if someone who is not an Israelite 
slaughters the offering? Must the ritual slaughter be performed specifi- 
cally by an Israelite, and not by a priest or a Levite? The Gemara answers: 
The mishna teaches us this halakha itself, that even if the slaughter is 
performed bya non-priest it is valid. And that which was stated in the 
mishna that the priest receives the blood comes to teach us that from 
receiving and onward the rite is a commandment cast upon the 
priesthood, and a non-priest may not perform it. 


It was also taught in the mishna that the priest would pass the bow] of 
blood to another priest. The Gemara suggests: Learn from this that 

carrying without walking, i.e., transporting the blood to the altar by 
passing it from hand to hand without actually walking with it to the 

altar, is considered a valid act of carrying the blood ofa sacrifice to the 

altar, one of the four rites involved in the offering of a sacrifice. This 

would resolve the same unanswered question in tractate Zevahim. The 

Gemara rejects this proof: Perhaps the priest would move a little with 

his feet as he passed the bowl to the next priest, in order to fulfill the 

requirement to walk with the blood to the altar. Rather, what does this 

account of how they transported the blood to the altar teach us? The 

Gemara answers: It teaches us that the priests were arranged in rows in 

order to increase the number of people involved in the rite and fulfill 

the principle that “in the multitude of people is the king’s glory” 
(Proverbs 14:28). 
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It was further stated in the mishna that each priest would receive a 
full bowl of blood and return an empty one. The Gemara infers: But 
the opposite was not done; the priest would not first return an emp- 
ty bowl and then receive a full one. This supports the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, as Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: One 
must not postpone the performance of mitzvot. When one is pre- 
sented with the opportunity to fulfill a mitzva, he must do so imme- 
diately and not delay for any reason. In this case, since bringing the 
blood to the altar is a mitzva, the priest should first fulfill the mitzva 
at hand and receive the full bowl of blood, and only then should he 
return the empty bowl. 


It was also stated in the mishna that the priest who was closest to the 
altar would sprinkle the blood upon the altar. Who is the tanna who 
holds that the blood of the Paschal lamb requires sprinkling from 
afar upon the altar, and that pouring the blood directly from the bowl 
onto the altar does not suffice? Rav Hisda said: It is Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili. 


As it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei HaGelili says: The verse 
states: “But the firstborn of an ox, or the firstborn of a sheep, or the 
firstborn of a goat, you shall not redeem, they are sacred; you shall 
sprinkle their blood upon the altar and you shall burn their fat for 
an offering made by fire, for a satisfying aroma to the Lord” (Numbers 
18:17). It is not stated: Its blood, but rather “their blood.” Similarly, 
it is not stated: Its fat, but rather “their fat.” This teaches with regard 
to the firstborn animal, which is mentioned explicitly in the verse, as 
well as the tithed animal and the Paschal lamb, which have a level of 
sanctity similar to a firstborn animal, that they all require placement 
of their blood and sacrificial parts on the altar, although the Torah 
does not give explicit instructions with regard to this aspect of the rite 
for a tithed animal or Paschal lamb." 


The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that their blood requires 
sprinkling upon the altar on a side that has a base? Rabbi Elazar said: 
This is derived by way of a verbal analogy between the word sprin- 
kling used here and the word sprinkling used with regard to a burnt- 
offering. Here, it is written: “You shall sprinkle their blood upon 
the altar;” there, it is written with regard to a burnt-offering: “And 
he shall slaughter it on the side of the altar northward before the Lord; 
and the sons of Aaron, the priests, shall sprinkle its blood round 
about upon the altar” (Leviticus 1:11). Just as the blood of a burnt- 
offering must be sprinkled on the altar in a place where there is a base, 
so too, the blood of a Paschal lamb must be sprinkled in a place 
where there is a base." 


The Gemara asks: And from where do we derive with respect to the 

burnt-offering itself that its blood must be sprinkled on the altar in 

a place where there is a base? The Gemara answers that the verse said: 

“And he shall pour all the blood of the bull at the base of the altar of 
the burnt-offering, which is at the entrance to the Tent of Meeting” 
(Leviticus 4:7). Apparently, the blood of a burnt-offering requires 

sprinkling at the base, as the verse specifically links the base of the 

altar to the burnt-offering. 


It was stated in the next clause of the mishna that after the first group 
exited, the second group and then the third group would enter. It was 
taught in the Tosefta with regard to the third group: It was called the 
lazy group" because it was the last of the three groups. The Gemara 
asks: But it would not have been sufficient without this third group, 
as the Paschal lamb must be offered in three shifts. What, then, should 
the members of the third group have done? 


HALAKHA 
Sprinkling the blood of a firstborn animal, a tithed 
animal, and the Paschal lamb — Wyn Tina 07 NPN 
npg: When a firstborn animal, a tithed animal, ora 
Paschal lamb is sacrificed, its blood must be sprinkled 
and its sacrificial parts placed upon the altar (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:17). 


Sprinkling in a place where there is a base - pyu ny 
‘i0: The blood of a firstborn animal, a tithed animal, 
and a Paschal lamb must be sprinkled in a single sprin- 
kling on any side of the altar that has a base (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 5:17). 


NOTES 


The lazy group - mabyy na: In the Jerusalem Talmud it 
is noted that if this is the appellation assigned to people 
who had good intentions and actually performed a 
mitzva, then certainly those who fail to fulfill mitzvot 
due to laziness are worthy of condemnation. 
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BACKGROUND 
Perfume merchant - Oba: Perfume production in ancient 
times was quite different from contemporary practice. The 
Greeks, for example, mixed fragrant powders with heavy oils 
devoid of alcohol. The liquid was stored in bottles similar to 
the one depicted below. 


Ancient perfume bottle 


LANGUAGE 


Tanner [bursi] — 9a: From the Greek Bupoetc, burseus, 
meaning a tanner of hides, or from Bupotkds, bursikos, 
meaning hides. 


NOTES §—————————- 
Contrary to the wishes of whom - xa jisa xhw: This 
question seems to be based on the assumption that no 
practice would have been established as regular Temple 
procedure if it were opposed by all the Sages, in contrast 
to the people of Jericho, who reportedly acted contrary to 
the wishes of the Sages. Therefore, this practice must have 
been opposed only by individual Sages. 


One who...sets milk to curdle - yaman: The meaning 
of this term is not entirely clear. Rashi explains here that it 
means curdling milk in order to make cheese. Elsewhere, he 
explains that it refers to placing a slice of an animal's stom- 
ach into milk, which initiates the cheese-making process, or 
placing milk that is turning into cheese into a vessel, in order 
o drain the excess liquid. 


Both this and that — m amy) m amy: Some of the early 
commentaries maintain that the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi 
Eliezer’s entire statement. However, Rabbeinu Hananel, the 
geonim, and most of the early commentaries understand 
hat the Rabbis disagree only about sweeping the floor 
and the cases that follow it. They agree that milking an 
animal, curdling milk, and making cheese are included in 
primary categories of Shabbat labor, which are prohibited 
by Torah law. 
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HALAKHA 


One who milks — dinz: It is prohibited by Torah law to milk 
an animal on Shabbat, as milking is a subcategory of the pri- 
mary category of threshing (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 


Shabbat 8:7). 


One who.. 
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„sets milk to curdle - yama: It is prohibited by 
Torah law to set milk to curdle and turn into cheese on Shab- 


The Gemara answers: Nonetheless, the members of the third 
group should have hurried themselves so that they would not be 
in the last group. As it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi says: The world cannot function without a perfume 
merchant’ or without a tanner [bursi],' who processes bad- 
smelling hides. While both of these occupations are necessary, 
fortunate is he whose profession is that of a perfume merchant, 
and woe to him whose profession is that of a tanner. Likewise, 
the world cannot exist without males or without females; yet 
fortunate is he whose children are males, and woe to him whose 
children are females. 


It was further stated in the mishna that in the same manner that 

the procedure involving the Paschal lamb was performed during 

the week, so was it performed on Shabbat, and that even on Shab- 
bat the priests would rinse the floor of blood, contrary to the 

wishes of the Sages. The Gemara asks: Contrary to the wishes of 
whom?" Which Sage did not consent to this practice? Rav Hisda 

said: It was contrary to the wishes of Rabbi Eliezer, who main- 
tains that rinsing the floor on Shabbat is prohibited by Torah law. 
As, if one accepts the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree with 

him, don’t they say that rinsing the floor is prohibited due to a 

rabbinic decree? And the principle is that rabbinic decrees do 

not apply in the Temple. Consequently, it should be permitted 

to wash the floor in the Temple on Shabbat according to the 

opinion of the Rabbis. 


The Gemara asks: What is the source of this dispute? The Ge- 
mara answers: As it was taught in the following baraita: One who 
milks" an animal, or sets milk to curdle (Arukh) "" or makes 
cheese" is liable if he performed the activity in the measure of a 
dried fig-bulk; one who sweeps the house, or sprinkles" water 
on the floor, or removes honeycombs, if he did so unwittingly 
on Shabbat, he is liable to bring a sin-offering, as he has per- 
formed a labor prohibited by Torah law on Shabbat. And ifhe did 
so intentionally on a Festival, he is flogged with forty lashes; 
this is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. 


And the Rabbis say with regard to the cases of sweeping, sprin- 
kling water on the floor, and harvesting honeycombs: Both this, 
performing these actions on Shabbat, and that," doing so on a 
Festival, are prohibited only due to rabbinic decrees. According 
to Rabbi Eliezer, rinsing the floor is the same as sweeping the floor. 
Therefore, it is prohibited on Shabbat even in the Temple, as there 
is no allowance to perform a labor prohibited by Torah law that is 
not essential for the proper sacrifice of the offerings. 


Rav Ashi said: You can even say that the priests rinsed the floor 
contrary to the wishes of the Rabbis, who hold that the prohibi- 
tion is due to a rabbinic decree, and that the mishna is according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Natan. As it was taught in a baraita: 
Rabbi Natan says that a rabbinic prohibition that it is abso- 
lutely necessary to violate for the sacrificial rite, they permitted 
in the Temple. However, a rabbinic prohibition that it is not 
absolutely necessary to violate for the sacrificial rite, they did 
not permit in the Temple. Rinsing the floor is not essential, as 
the Temple rite can continue even if the floor is not washed. 
Therefore, this rabbinically prohibited activity was not permitted 
in the Temple. 


bat, as curdling milk is a subcategory of the primary category 
of selecting (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:11). 


One who...makes cheese — 3X3: It is prohibited by Torah law 
to make cheese on Shabbat, as making cheese is a subcategory 
of the primary category of building (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 


Hilkhot Shabbat 7:6). 


One who sweeps or sprinkles - yaya 12327: It is prohibited 
to sweep a dirt floor on Shabbat, lest one fill in holes in the 
ground. However, one may sweep a tiled floor. In addition, rins- 
ing a floor is prohibited on a Festival, and certainly on Shabbat. 
One who does either violates a rabbinic decree, in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 21:3). 
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The mishna teaches: Rabbi Yehuda says that the priest would fill a cup 
with the blood that was mixed together on the floor and then sprinkle it 
on the altar. It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says: He would 
fill a cup with the mixed blood, so that if all of the blood of one of the 
sacrifices was spilled, this cup would contain a small amount of that 
blood, and sprinkling it on the altar would render the sacrifice fit. 


The Rabbis said to Rabbi Yehuda: But this blood that poured from the 
throat of the animal onto the floor had not been received in a vessel and 
is therefore unfit to be sprinkled on the altar. The Gemara expresses sur- 
prise: How do they know with certainty that this blood had not been 
received in a vessel? Rather, this is what the Rabbis said to Rabbi Ye- 
huda: Perhaps this blood had not been received" in a vessel and is 
therefore unfit to be sprinkled on the altar. Rabbi Yehuda said to them: 
I, too, spoke only about blood that had been received in a vessel. 


The Gemara expresses surprise in the opposite direction: How does 
Rabbi Yehuda know that the blood collected from the floor had in fact 
been received in a vessel? The Gemara answers: Priests are vigilant, 
and so they were certainly careful to receive all the blood in a vessel. 
The Gemara asks: But if they are so vigilant, why did the blood spill? 
The Gemara responds: Owing to the speed with which they worked, the 
blood spilled. Therefore, it is necessary to fill a cup with a mixture of 
the blood found on the floor and sprinkle it upon the altar. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t blood squeezed from an animal after the 
initial spurt concluded mixed with it? Some of the blood on the floor is 
blood that continued to drain from the animal after the initial spurts of 
blood that followed the slaughter, and such blood is unfit for the altar. The 
Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda conforms to his standard line of reason- 
ing, as he says that blood squeezed from an animal after the initial spurt 
concluded is proper blood in every way. As it was taught in a baraita: 
One who consumes blood squeezed from an animal after the initial spurt 
concluded" violates a warning, i.e., a Torah prohibition for which flogging 
is the punishment for its violation. This is not as severe as consuming 
regular life blood, the blood that spurts out from an animal as it is being 
slaughtered, for which one is liable to receive karet." Rabbi Yehuda says: 
One who consumes blood squeezed from an animal after the initial spurt 
concluded is liable to receive karet, as this blood is treated as proper blood. 


The Gemara challenges this answer: Didn’t Rabbi Elazar say that even 
Rabbi Yehuda concedes with regard to atonement that sprinkling on 
the altar blood squeezed from the animal after the initial spurt concluded 
does not make atonement? As it is stated: “For the life of the flesh is in 
the blood; and I have given it to you upon the altar to make atonement 
for your souls; for it is the blood that makes atonement by reason of 
life” (Leviticus 17:11). 


This verse indicates that blood with which life leaves the animal, meaning 
blood that spurts immediately upon slaughter, makes atonement when 
itis sprinkled on the altar; however, blood with which life does not leave 
the animal, meaning blood that drains out after the initial spurt, does not 
make atonement. In that case, even Rabbi Yehuda should be concerned 
that the blood collected in the cup contains blood squeezed from an ani- 
mal after the initial spurt concluded. Rather, Rabbi Yehuda conforms to 
his line of reasoning, as he said: Blood does not nullify blood. The small 
amount of blood in the cup that is fit for sprinkling on the altar is not 
nullified even if most of the blood in the cup is blood squeezed from an 
animal after the initial spurt concluded. Therefore, it may still be sprinkled 
upon the altar and make atonement. 


NOTES 


Perhaps this blood had not been received - xa 
bapm x: The Rabbis did not challenge Rabbi Yehuda 
with the argument that the mixture of blood found 
on the floor of the courtyard might contain blood 
that had already been sprinkled on the altar, which 
is unfit to be used again. The area may have been 
constructed in such a way as to prevent blood that 
had been sprinkled from mixing with other blood 
by returning to the area where the animals were 
slaughtered (Hazon Ish). 


The prohibitions of blood — 01 1H: The primary 
prohibition against consuming blood is referring to 
he blood that spurts and flows immediately upon 
slaughtering an animal. One is liable to receive karet 
or consuming this blood. Other types of blood, in- 
cluding the blood that drains from the animal's throat 
after the slaughtering and blood that is absorbed in 
he flesh and does not flow out of the animal at all, are 
governed by different rules. Consumption of some 
of these types of blood is prohibited by a less severe 
Torah prohibition, such as a negative commandment 
hat does not carry the punishment of karet. Con- 
sumption of others is prohibited by rabbinic law, and 
consumption of still others is not prohibited at all. 


HALAKHA 


Blood squeezed from an animal after the initial 
spurt concluded — Mant 57: One is liable to be 
flogged for consuming an olive-bulk of blood that 
drains from an animal's throat after slaughtering. He 
is not liable to receive karet, which applies only to one 
who consumes the blood which spurts as the animal 
is being slaughtered (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 6:4). 
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HALAKHA 


What are considered interpositions — pxyina y1 ma: 
Blood, ink, milk, and honey do not interpose with respect 
to ritual immersion and other matters when they are 
moist. However, they do interpose when they are dry 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 19815). 


Soiled priestly garments - PwYwIwI maT 734: Priest- 
ly garments must be new and beautiful, Tike the clothes 
of high-ranking officers. If they are soiled or ill-fitting, 
the Temple rite performed while wearing them is invalid 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:4). 


Carrying of the limbs to the ramp - o2°% nabin 
ward: Carrying the sacrificial limbs and the fats of of- 
ferings from the place where the animal was slaugh- 
ered to the ramp of the altar is considered a sacred rite 
and is valid only when performed by a priest who is 
fit for Temple rite (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:22). 


Cast it behind him - miny? bwon: After the Paschal 
amb was slaughtered, its owner would wrap it in its 
hide and carry it home (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 1:6). 


NOTES 


Carrying the limbs to the ramp - wash Dax nabin: 
The altar in the Temple included a ramp that was used 
by the priests to ascend to the altar. The portions of the 
offerings to be consumed on the altar were laid upon 
the ramp, from where they were taken up to the altar. 


Carrying wood to the wood pile on the altar - nin 
mwah oxy: Three piles of wood were placed on the 
altar each day: The great pile of wood upon which burnt- 
offerings and the sacrificial portions of other offerings 
were burned; a second pile, from which coals were taken 
for burning the incense on the golden altar; and a third 
pile, which was left burning constantly, in fulfillment of 
the mitzva to leave a fire burning on the altar at all times 
(Leviticus 6:5). On Yom Kippur, an extra pile of wood 
was added, from which the coals used for burning the 
incense in the Holy of Holies were taken. 


Is that to say that he himself - man xin WR: Rashi 
and Tosafot discuss a variant reading of the Gemara that 
states: Is that to say that he would burn them in a basin? 
Other commentaries explain the meaning of the Gemara 
according to that reading as follows: Would the sacrificial 
limbs be brought in a basin to be burned on the altar? 
Elsewhere, it is stated that they must be fed to the fire by 
hand. The Gemara answers that the sacrificial parts were 
held in a basin temporarily, but that afterward they were 
cast into the fire by hand (Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi). 


In the manner of Arab merchants - my»: Rav Ilish 
comes to teach that although dignified people do not 
generally go about carrying slaughtered animals, in this 
case one should set aside his own honor in order to 
demonstrate his love for the mitzva (Rav Ya'akov Emden). 


LANGUAGE 


Arab merchants [tayya’ut] - my»: From the Aramaic 
taiya, meaning Arabs, and derived from the Arabic Ua}, 
Al-Ta’, the name of the one of the nomadic Arabian tribes 
that wandered in the region. 
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It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda said to the Rabbis: 
According to your statement that there is no need to fill a cup of 
blood from the floor, why did they plug the drains of the Temple 
courtyard on Passover eve and not let the blood flow immediately 
into the drainage pipes? They said to him: It is praiseworthy of the 
sons of Aaron, the priests, to walk in blood up to their ankles, 
thereby demonstrating their love for the Temple rite. 


The Gemara asks: How could they walkin blood up to their ankles? 
Doesn't the blood interpose between the feet of the priests and the 
floor of the Temple and thereby invalidate the rite? The Gemara 
answers: The blood is moist and therefore it does not interpose. 
As it was taught in a baraita: With regard to blood, ink, milk, and 
honey, when they are dry, they interpose with respect to ritual 
immersion and other matters; when they are moist, they do not 
interpose." 


The Gemara asks further: But don’t their garments become soiled? 
And we learned in a mishna: If the priest’s garments were soiled 
and he performed the Temple rite while wearing them, his rite is 
invalid," because the priestly garments must be fine and beautiful. 
And if you say that they raised their garments so that the garments 
would stay clean, there is a difficulty. Wasn’t it taught in a different 
baraita that explicates the verse: “And the priest shall put on his 
linen garment [middo]” (Leviticus 6:3), that the verse uses the 
word middo to teach that the garments must be according to his 
measure [kemiddato], fitted to his size, not too short and not too 
long? If the priest raises his garments, they will no longer be ex- 
actly his size. The Gemara answers that the priests would walk in 
the blood while carrying the sacrificial limbs to the ramp" of the 
altar, which is not actually a rite, but only preparation for a rite. 


The Gemara asks: And is it not one of the rites? But from the fact 
that this task requires priesthood, as it can be performed only by 
a priest, the implication is that it is considered a rite. As it was 
taught in a baraita with regard to the verse: “And the priest shall 
bring it all and burn it upon the altar; it is a burnt-offering, an of- 
fering made by fire, of a satisfying aroma to the Lord” (Leviticus 

1:13), that this is referring to the carrying of the limbs to the ramp." 
Rather, we must say that the priests would walk in the blood while 
carrying wood to the wood pile on the altar," which is not a rite. 


The Gemara asks: But if the floor of the Temple was full of blood, 
how did they walk without soiling their garments while carrying 
the limbs to the ramp and while carrying the blood to the altar? 
The Gemara answers: They would walk on platforms raised above 
the floor and thereby avoid soiling their clothes. 


It was taught in the mishna how one would suspend and flay the 
Paschal lamb, and that after the flaying he would tear it open and 
remove its sacrificial parts and then place them in a large basin 
in order to burn them. The Gemara asks: Is that to say that he 
himself," the priest who placed the sacrificial parts in the basin and 
no one else, would burn them? The Gemara answers: Correct the 
wording of the mishna to say: In order to burn them on the altar, 
meaning that he would place them in a large basin as preparation 
for their being burned on the altar, but not that he himself would 
necessarily burn them. 


It was also stated in the mishna: The first group exited the Temple 
courtyard with their Paschal lambs. It was taught in a baraita: Each 
and every one would place his Paschal lamb in its hide and cast 
it over his shoulder behind him" and carry it home that way. Rav 
Ilish said: They carried it home in the manner of Arab merchants 


[tayya’ut].™- 
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The main focus of the chapter was a delineation of the halakhot that apply to the 
slaughter of the Paschal lamb. 


According to the normal schedule in the Temple, the afternoon daily offering was the 
last offering to be brought. The Paschal lamb provides the exception to this rule as it 
must be brought at the conclusion of the day. To facilitate this, the slaughter of the 
afternoon daily offering was moved back to an earlier time. If Passover eve occurred 
ona Friday, the whole schedule was advanced even earlier to allow for everything to 
be completed before the onset of Shabbat. 


The Gemara discussed three types of disqualifying intentions that can invalidate the 
Paschal lamb. First, intention at the time of slaughter to consume the lamb either after 
the time at which it must be eaten, i.e., the night of Passover, or outside the place in 
which it must be eaten, i.e., Jerusalem, disqualifies the Paschal lamb in the same way 
such intention disqualifies any offering. Second, the Paschal lamb is disqualified if 
slaughtered with the intention that it will be used as a different type of offering. Such 
intention disqualifies only a Paschal lamb and a sin-offering. Third, and unique to the 
Paschal lamb, it may be slaughtered only with the intention that it will be eaten by 
those who can legitimately eat it, i.e., those who were registered in a group for that 
Paschal lamb beforehand and are ritually pure and available to eat it. 


Another halakha that is unique to the Paschal lamb is the prohibition against offering 
it “with leavened bread” (Exodus 23:18). The Gemara explained that this prohibition 
is violated if any of the group registered for that Paschal lamb have leaven in their pos- 
session inside the Temple courtyard while the lamb is being slaughtered. Although 
it is prohibited to slaughter the Paschal lamb in such a case, if it were slaughtered 
nonetheless, the offering is not disqualified. Some opinions expand this prohibition 
to include any offerings sacrificed during Passover. 


The chapter also described how the Paschal lamb was offered in practice. The elabo- 
rate order of services that was followed was not only aimed at aggrandizing the mitzva 
but also ensured that it would be performed to perfection without anyone violating 
the various prohibitions mentioned in the chapter. 


Summary of 
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Since the publication of the first volume of the Koren Talmud Bavli we have employed 
some transliterated acronyms, such as Rambam, to give the translation a more 
authentic flavor. These acronyms are used throughout this volume where they are 
well known and where the acronym helps readers easily identify the author in ques- 
tion. The following chart provides the full name of each author or work alongside 
its common acronym. 
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aharal 

aharam Alashkar 
aharam Brisk 
aharam Halawa 
aharam Lublin 
aharam Mintz 


aharam of Rothenburg 


aharam Padua 
aharam Schick 
aharam Schiff 
aharatz Hayyut 

ahari Abuhav 

ahari Bassan 

ahari Beirav 

ahari ben Lev 

ahari ben Malkitzedek 
ahari Berona 


ahari Kurkus 
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Rabbi Yehuda Loew of Prague 
Rabbi Moshe Alashkar 

Rabbi Mordekhai Brisk 

Rabbi Moshe Halawa 

Rabbi Meir of Lublin 

Rabbi Moshe Mintz 


Rabbi Meir of Rothenburg 


Rabbi Meir of Padua 
Rabbi Moshe Schick 


Rabbi Meir Schiff 


Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes 


Rabbi Yitzhak Abuhav 

Rabbi Yehiel Bassan 

Rabbi Ya'akov Beirav 

Rabbi Yosef ben Lev 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Malkitzedek 
Rabbi Yisrael Berona 


Rabbi Yosef Kurkus 


ahari Mintz Rabbi Yehuda Mintz 

ahari Weil Rabbi Ya'akov Weil 

aharih Rabbi Yehezkia ben Ya'akov of Magdeburg 

aharik Rabbi Yosef Colon 

aharikash Rabbi Ya'akov Castro 

aharil Rabbi Ya'akov HaLevi Molin 

aharit Rabbi Yosef di Trani 

aharit Algazi Rabbi Yom Tov Algazi 

aharsha Rabbi Shmuel Eliezer Eidels 

aharshal Rabbi Shlomo Luria 

albim Rabbi Meir Leibush ben Yehiel Michel Wisser 

etziv Rabbi Naftali Tzvi Yehuda Berlin 
Nimmukei HaGrib Comments of Rabbi Yehuda Bakhrakh on the Maharsha 
Piskei HaRid Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 
Piskei Riaz Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 
Ra’ah Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 
Ra'anah Rabbi Eliyahu ben Hayyim 
Ra'avad Rabbi Avraham ben David 
Ra'avan Rabbi Eliezer ben Natan 
Ra'avya Rabbi Eliezer ben Yoel HaLevi 
Rabbi Avraham ben HaRambam Rabbi Avraham, son of the Rambam 


Radak 
Radbaz 
Ralbag 
Ramah 
Rambam 
Ramban 
Ran 
Rashash 
Rashba 
Rashbam 
Rashbatz 
Rashi 
Re'em Horowitz 
Rema 

Ri HaLavan 
Ri Haver 
Ri Migash 
Riaf 

Riaz 

Rid 
Ridvaz 

Rif 

Rim 

Ritva 

Riva 
Rivam 
Rivan 


Rivash 


Rosh 

Shakh 

Shas 

Sheelat Ya‘avetz 
Shela 

Siddur Rashi 
Sma 

Smag 

Smak 


Talmid HaRa‘ah 


Rabbi Shlomo ben Rashbatz 
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Rabbi Shlomo, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 
Rabbi David Kimhi 

Rabbi David ben Zimra 

Rabbi Levi ben Gershon 

Rabbi Meir HaLevi 


Rabbi Moshe ben Maimon 


Rabbi Moshe ben Nahman 

Rabbeinu Nissim ben Reuven of Gerona 
Rabbi Shmuel Strashun 

Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 

Rabbi Shmuel ben Meir 

Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 


Rabbi Shlomo Yitzhaki 


Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz 

Rabbi Moshe Isserles 

Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Ya'akov of Prague 

Rabbi Yitzhak Isaac Haver 

Rabbi Yosef Migash 

Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 

Rabbi Ya'akov David ben Ze'ev Wilovsky 

Rabbi Yitzhak Alfasi 

Rabbi Yitzhak Meir of Gur 

Rabbi Yom Tov ben Avraham Asevilli (of Seville) 
Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Asher 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Meir 

Rabbi Yehuda bar Natan 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Sheshet 

Rabbeinu Asher ben Rabbi Yehiel 

Siftei Kohen by Rabbi Shabtai Cohen Rappaport 
The Six Orders of the Mishna 

Responsa of Rabbi Ya'akov Emden 

Shenei Luhot HaBerit by Rabbi Yeshaya HaLevi Horowitz 
Siddur compiled by Rashi’s students 

Sefer Meirat Einayim by Rabbi Yehoshua Falk 
Sefer Mitzvot Gadol by Rabbi Moshe of Coucy 
Sefer Mitzvot Katan by Rabbi Yitzhak ben Yosef of Corbeil 


A student of Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 
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Talmid HaRashba A student of Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 
= Turei Zahav by Rabbi David HaLevi 


osori HaLavan iene iF Hoppe Yitzhak Sn Ya‘ eo of OnEABUE 
— Sefer HaTurim by Rabbi Ya'akov ben Asher 
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X 


245...Yavne — mI 
135... The Dead Sea [Yam HaMelah] — ban o 


3 


263...Kabul and Birei -Yma 

167... The ramp, the altar, and the gap -b nam wap 
8.. Stars that do not radiate light - WYN DYRY OI315 
287...Cup from the house of a glassmaker — 387 man DID 
171.. .Spelt [kusmin] — papa 

193...Kufya — X13 

263...Samaritan [Kuti] — m5 

292...Lower palm branches [keifin] — p»> 

173...Papyrus reeds — xis 

293... Truffles — paa 

265...Cabbage — 313 


324...Lod -1b 
63...Ludim -Db 


n 


151...Glazed vessels [manei dekonya] — KNYPT AKA 
233...Migdal Nunaya — roman 
25...Mehoza — xtinva 
38...A bed that separates — npoarat men 
233...Mil -9n 
272...Gallnut oaks [millin] — pon 
Decorative bells that — yyy pa pied phinw mbyna 
252...0ne hangs between the eyes of a horse 


192...Sweet myrrh [mar yero‘ar] — WIIN 
191. ..Maror — all) 
270...Date covering -bnm 


290. ..Neharde'a — KYT 

111.. .Kidron Valley —pinp oma 

15...Netzivin and Jerusalem — Dov poy 
55...Alamp and a container of oil — yaw boon ap) 
72...Metal lamp - nama bw ap 


D 


67... A colonnade within a colonnade — vyp ma yop 
293...Woad — DD 
248...Bramble — 73 
He sealed the waters — jvm inna oD 
288...of the upper Gihon 


y 
295... Thickness of a dinar — 13° bw may 
192...Wild endives - mw whiy 
191...Endives [olashin] — poy 
230... Tanning hides — niriy nay 
51...Mouse — aay 
39...Scorpion -DY 
194. ..Garden bed — my 


335...King Agrippa — a7 DEAK 

172...Rice [orez] - nix 

131... Because they have no substance — wan ja paw 0b 
56...One may not let its blood - 07 b popa px 

128. ..High fever — KITAY KAWY 

15... The fat tail is offered — niab mre 


al 


24.. .Pits, ditches, and caves — mwa mw ia 

333. ..Bowl - Ja 

333. . Bowls of silver and bowls of gold — am aa yD 21a 
17...Cypresses - KIKYI 

328.. .Beit Pagei - 3x3 ma 

295... The house of Katros — pin? ma 

262... The residents of Hozai — tin 22 

338...Perfurne merchant — [sje 

46...Polecat [bardelas] — dona 

Meat that became ritually — menwwa tna Navy wa 


70. ..impure by a secondary source of impurity 


a 


38...Veranda roof — 3% 33 

272...Gush Halav — abn wa 

239...Sciatic nerve — MIT VR 

41...Ginnosar -in 

75... Upper and lower press — minna miy n 


5 


286...Brooding of hens — Doan myst 
40...Who live in the fields — axa 17 
172...Millet [dohan] —jni7 

70... Table of levels of impurity — Maw niay 


T 


334... The rampart -bmn 
Disputes with regard to - 7%3 pyb niptbnian 
294... produce grown in the corner [pe'a] of a field 


33...Bread that became moldy - nwayw nan 
193...Oleander — 7171 

251... The martyrs of Lod — 1b 0 
289...Grafting palm trees — pops nasi 


t 


63...Mealtimes — myb A 

14... .Lizard’s tail — meq ant 

214...Moist ginger - KIV Kyaa 
311...Sprinkled the blood on the altar - Put 


n 


41...Marten [hulda] — aan 


192...Hazeret gallin — pha ny 


203. ..Hot springs of Tiberias - mav am 
191...Field eryngo [harhavina] - Kyan 


5 
123. ..Small water creature [putita] - K5 
267...Pumbedita - x12333 
293...Mushrooms — ninwa 


v 
233. .. Tiberias — x10 
233... Tiberias and Migdal Nunaya — 33 baum Kna 
54...Grinding with a hand mill - Pt wna Ayre 


Index of 
Background 


347 


348 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Index of 
Background 


Index of 
Language 


The opinion of Beit Hillel — bxaw wag 39 Soa ma now 
43...according to the interpretation of Shmuel 

The opinion of Beit - TRM a1 Wwa new ma now 
Shammai according to the interpretation 
42...0f Rav Yehuda 


The opinion of Beit — ant a1 W309 Ey NOW mwa now 
Shammai according to the interpretation 
42...0f Rabbi Yohanan 


58-61...The opinion of Rabbi Yehuda — mamay now 
58-61... The opinion of Rabbi Meir — “yx a1 now 
171...Rye [shifon] — ia 


173...Shitzanita — KPI% 

269... Three lands — nix vow 

72...Oil in a metal lamp — napa %33 yaw 

57...The hours of the day and the night — mym Dig niyw 
291...Sycamore — mp 


n 


133.. .An oven that one lit — amy nan 


gi 


x 


246...Mount Scopus [Izofim] - m»Dix 
196. ..Slit [tzirya] — XYY% 


P 
293... Safflower — AY ip 
264...Wide shoes — iD TIP 
57...Scraping and scratching — P% wp 
51...Axe — DTP 
244...Antennae of locusts — D347 1997 


` 


248. ..Heads of congregations — NYDD WHT 
45...Rimon — jia 
200...Exilarch — xmba wn 


v 


171. ..Oats [shibbolet shu‘al] byw nbiaw 
The opinion of Beit Hillel - 21 w103 37 Son ma mew 
43...according to the interpretation of Rav 


x 


181...Coarse [hadra'a] — TITI 
154...Deposited [hirhin] — piri 


t 


213.. Broth [zoman] — pit 
213...Zitom — Din 


b 


340...Arab merchants [tayya'ut] — my» 


3 


243. ..Rod-like loaves [ke'akhin] — pay 


5 
63...Cannibals [Ludim] — on 
63...Robbers [listin] — poo 


a 
334...Large basin [mageis] — D 
208. ..An urn heated by coals [mulyar] -vn 
296.. Retribution [mitarpesei] — PPI 
242...Melogna - saib 
274...Roasted [mekulas] — Dyp 


D 


246.. .Gifts [sivlonot] — nitbap 
318...Aramaic [Sursi] — DTD 
270...Colonnade [stav] - wyo 
216. ..Setaket - IVY 
261...Alleyway [simta] - Xba 


203...Avarnim — DIX 
335...Multitudes [ukhlosin] — poban 
334...Hooks [unkelayot] — nvopnx 
184...Pot-boiled stew [ilpas] — pay 
67.../stevanit — MINDY 

183...Spiced cakes [eskeritin] — purpose 
174...Soldiers [akhsanya] — XDD 
295...Overseers [amarkalin] — pow 
216...Anpiknin — ppa% 
176...Unminted coin [asimon] — iro 
250...Steward [apotropos] — DIBHDIDK 
26...Royal tax [arnona] — KNN 


a 


40.. .Fields [baga] — «aKa 
200...Cooks [burdikei] — 113 
338... Tanner [burs] — 113 
247...Inns [bei kuvei] - 3133 
183...Baitos ben Zonin — pait ja Dina 
46...Polecat [bardelas] — bona 


Py 
42...Gamma [gam] - ON4 
128...Guharkei — "9T 
31...Cake [geluska] - xpords 
56...Weaver [gardi] — 378 


4 


65...Saddlebag [disakkayya] — KPD 
295...Flaw [dalam] - abt 
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151...Glazed [konya] — xp 5 
32...Mountains [kurdanaita] — KITIP 
242...Kefiza — XPD? 

293...Leeks [kaflot] — vibop 


55...Money belt [punda] - x13 
156...Oven [purni] — Iya 
247.. Bowls [pinkhei] -1389 


w 239...Palges — pbs 


295...Silk [shirai] — xyw 55...Sash [pesikya] — ¥*D3 


n P 


274. .. Theodosius [Todos] — pitin 213. ..Glue [kolan] — tip 


276...Ulla—xbap 324...Berurya — MMA 


245...Zonin — pit 
247...Rav Kahana — 3713 31 45 k 


Rabbi Hanina — Dyan jab 609971 937 n 


69...the deputy High Priest 288...Hezekiah — mpm 


168. ..Rabbi Yirmeya — mY 131 9 


295....Rabbi Yishmael ben Piakhi — '3%3 72 xv I] 263... Yehuda and Hillel - Syn artim 


324...Rabbi Simlai — xbnw 39 79...Yosei ben Yoezer — wh 2 9? 


Rabbi Shimon - xuipy ja ph aja yaw. —— 


265...ben Rabbi Yosei ben Lakonya 16... The family of Rabbi Hiyya and Rav - Jy s» a Nsw 
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